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PREFACE

It can hardly be claimed that the history of the Nicaean
Empire has been neglected by Byzantine scholars. Yet the
fact remains that the last full-scale history of the period dates
from 1912.! This is an admirable narrative history; and itis
not my intention to embark upon another narrative history of
the Nicaean Empire. The aim of this book is rather to examine
its social and administrative structure. This has seemed to me
to be.a worthwhile undertaking largely because of the happy
conjuncture of the place that the Nicaean Empire holds in the
later 'history of Byzantium and the nature of the sources.

I think that it is true to say that the study of the social and
administrative history of the Byzantine Empire during the
period of its greatness is hampered by the nature of the
sources. Scholars are forced to rely very heavily upon imperial
legislation and government handbooks. These sources provide
a rather artificial picture of Byzantine society and administra-
tion, since they present the government’s idealized view of how
they ought to function. It is a bias that is not offset by the
other available sources, such as histories, chronicles, and
saints’ lives. Documentary sources, which allow us a glimpse
of how the machinery of government worked in practice, only
begin to survive in any numbers from the mid-eleventh
century, and only in substantial quantides after the fall of
Constantinople to the Latns in 1204. Thanks largely to the
riches of the cartulary of the monastery of Lemviotissa near
Smyrna,? it is possible to examine in some detail the work-
ings of government and society during the period of exile at
Nicaea. This is perhaps the first time in Byzantine history that
such an undertaking is feasible. There are of course difficulties.
The Lemviotissa cartulary only casts its beam of light on con-
ditions in the region of Smyrna, but to a degree it is possible
to use other sources to test how far the picture it gives of

YA. Gardner, The Lascarids of Nicaea. The Story of an Empire in Exile, London, 1912.
2 The new edition which Mme H. Ahrweiler has promised for some time now had
not appeared at the time of writing.
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" government and_ society in that district has any general
application. ' S

-The,'strengths 'and. weaknesses of the Byzantine Empire are

illuminated however weakly ata’ crucial period in its history. -
One’ glimpses -the perennial conflict between the forces of
- order represented by the’ government and an’ underlying
instability that derived from the opposing interests of different * -

social groups..The Empire was restored in exile’; imperial
government appeared to have triumphed, buc at the same time

the final dissolution of the Byzantine' Empire was being pre-
pared; for, if the seat of Empire was restored by the Nicaeans .
to Constantinople in 1261, the rich provinces of westein .

Asia Minor which had formed the core of the Nicaean Empire
were to fall to the Turks in the course of the next fifty years.
This book is therefore concerned not only with the problem

of the astonishing recovery of the Byzantine Empire after the-

fall of Constantinople to the Latins in 1204, but also with
the problem of its collapse before the Turks. In a sense, the

Empire’ of Nicaea appears to mediate between the fall of -

the City to the Latins and its final fall to the Ottomans in
1453.

This book took shape as a doctoral thesis which was sub-
mitted in May 1967 to the History Faculty Board of the
University of Oxford. Since then, it has been largely rewritten

- and reshaped, mostly during the year 1971/1972. T have

naturally incurred many debts of gratitude over the long
period during which this book has been in gestation. I am
particularly indebted to my supervisor, Professor Dimitri
Obolensky, who has guided this work with great care and
patience through its many stages and guises. I also benefited
from Professor Donald Nicol’s generous help and advice at a
very delicate period of revision. Professor Nikos Oikonomides
was kind enough to let me examine photocopies and tran-
scripts he had made of a number of documents from the
archives of the monastery of St. John of Patmos. It was due to
the generosity of Professors Gerald Aylmer and Gwyn
Williams of the University ot York, where I taught for a while,
that I had the time and money to make a tour of the Empire
of Nicaea in the spring of 1969. Finally, I should like to
acknowledge my debt to Alec Gaydon, whose assistant I was

PREFACE ix

on the Victoria History of Shropshire and who did a great
deal to shape my historical interests. .

I have dedicated this book to my wife not so much begal}se
of her devotion to Byzantium, more because of her sustaining
and entertaining attitude to the ‘Grove of Academe’.

Edinburgh Michael Angold

September 1973
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A NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION"

I have tried to avoid the Latin transliteration of Greek proper
names. Normally I have used a Greek form, e.g." Angelos
instead of Angelus, Kantakouzenos instead of Cantacuzenus,
but in certain cases such a transliteration ‘appears to offend-
common English usage;.and I have preferred Nicaea to
Nikaia, and Constantinople to Konstantinoupolis. _

For the titles "of offices I have"lised, where’ possible, ‘an "
approprlate English ‘equivalent: Steward for epi' les trapezes,
Butler for pinkernes, Chamberlain for parakoimomenos, Grand
Constable for megas konstavios. Where there is no appropriate "
equivalent I-have simply transliterated, e.g.- protovestiarios,
kastrophylax. 1 have similarly transliterated all technical terms,
but with one exception: I have sometimes translated vestiarion
as Wardrobe, but occasionally, particularly in rather technical
passages, it seemed better to transliterate rather than
translate.

I have not been entirely consistent in my use of place-
names. I have normally given Anatolian place-names in their
Greek form, rather than in their modern form, e.g. Smyrna,
not Izmir; Philadelphia, not Alasehir, but I have normally
included in brackets the Turkish name, if the town or city in
question was occupied by the Turks during the period
120461, e.g. Dorylaion (Eskisehir). I have followed a rather
different practice in the case of European place-names. Where
the modern place-name remains close to the medieval Greek
name, I have for convenience sake used the modern, e.g.
Skoplje for Skopia, Veles for Velesos, but where the modern
name is further removed from the medieval, I have used the
latter, e.g. Philippopolis and not Plovdiv, Stenimachos and
not Asenovgrad, Tzouroulon and not Corlu, Adrlanople and
not Edirne.
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INTRODUCTION

The fall of Constantinople to the Latins on 138 April 1204
and the establishment of a Latin Empire of Constantinople
has always been taken as a turning-point in Byzantine history.
The very existence of Byzantium hung in the balance. The
continuity. of its history stretching back to the ‘World of Late
Antiquity’ appeared to have been:bréken; but-only.momen-
tarily. Byzantine traditions of culture and government were
to be preserved in a series of successor states that grew up
on the ruins of the Byzantine Empire. The most important
of these was one centred in western Asia Minor, which we
have come to know as the Empire of Nicaea. It was founded
by Theodore Laskaris, a son-in-law of a_previous Byzantine
emperor, Alexios 111 _Angelos. He had himself proclaimed
emperor at Nicaea, probably in 1206, and two years later

had 2 patriarch installed. The new patriarch’s rch’s first official act

was_to_crown Theodore emperor. Thus was the Byzantine

'E'nflglre reconstituted in exile.

~ Theodore’s son-in-law and successor, John Vatatzes, in the
course of a long and successful reign (1222—54) made his state
the most powerful one in the Aegean region. He secured con-
trol of the whole of western Anatolia and the.islands along
its coast, as well as conguering Thrace.and Macedonia. Con-
stantinople was ringed around by Nicaean territory, and it
was to fall on 25 July 1261 to a small Nicaean force. The
seat of Empire was restored to Constantinople. The task of
the Nicaean Empire was completed.

The Empire of Nicaea forms by far and away the most
important bridge between the Empire destroyed in 1204 and
the Empire restored in 1261. The history of the last phase
of Byzantium from 1261 down to the final fall of Constan-
tinople in 1453 is virtually incomprehensible without refer-
ence to the history of the Nicaean Empire; for the experience
of exile shaped the restored Empire.

The essentials of Byzantium were preserved in exile. The
theory of empire inherited from Eusebius of Caesarea and
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Justinian was maintained unimpaired. The prerogatives of
the Byzantine emperor and patriarch were upheld.. Nlcae’a
was recognized as the new centre of the ‘Orthodox World .
What is more, the traditions of _Byzantine scholarship and
education were kept alive by Nicaean emperors and scholars.
The flowering of Byzantine scholarship that toolf plage
after the recovery of Constantinople has its roots in their
work.

These traditional facets of Byzantine government and cul-
ture were of great importance for Byzantine self-respect and
a sense of identity. They ensured a considerable measure of
continuity, but beneath this facade there were changes. If the
claims of the emperors of Nicaea to be the heirs of the
emperors of Byzantium were to have any vahdxty,' Fhey wogld
have to be adapted to the circumstances prevailing during
the period of exile. Currents of change that had been build-
ing up in the course of the twelfth century could no longer

be ignored. The autanomy of the churches in Bulgaria and
Serbia was_ official ized by the emperors of Nicaea;
zmmalism in another way.
In the course of the period of exile treaties with foreign
powers ceased to be drawn up in the form of an imperial
bull. A claim to oecumenical authority was quietly aban-
doned. .

The problem of how the Byzantine legacy was preserved
during the period of exile and of 'how the emperors and
patriarchs of Nicaea attempted to give a degree of unity to
the fragments of the fallen Byzantine Empire, in short, of how
the Empire of Nicaea fared as the successor of Byzantium,
provides the general context of this stgdy, but its main
purpose is more specific. It is to examine the fate of the
Byzantine legacy in government during the period_of
exile. Tn what form was it preserved and handed on, to the
restored Empire? There is an intermingling of decisive
change and marked conservatism. If the theory of 1mper1;_11
autocracy survives unchanged, the structure of government is
altered in response to the conditions that Fxﬂe brought and
is adapted to the changing structure of society.

This is not a theme that lends itself to a straightforward
narrative treatment. In any case, there have been a number
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of good narrative histories of the period of exile.! Nor is it
intended simply to describe the structure of the adminis-
tration. It is rather an attempt to see gove i e
round, by examining the administrative structure (Parts [V-V)
against the background of constitutional problems (Part II)
and the changing character of the economy and saciety (Part
III). The history of the Nicaecan Empire lends itself rather
well to this approach. It was reasonably self-contained and
its_society was reasonably homogeneous. The sources too are
perfectly adequate. The combination of a history written by
one of the chief ministers of the Empire, Gearge Akropolites, .
and the documentary material contained in the cartularies of
various monasteries of western Asia Minor, not to mention
the archives of the monastery of St. John of Patmos, provides
a solid foundation. Nevertheless, the problems of govern-
ment and society in the Nicaean Empire have not yet been
tackled comprehensively, although the work of Mme Ahr-
weiler provides a valuable starting-point.?
The character of government at Byzantium depended upon
the way in which imperial autocracy was exercised. Before
1204 this had been_through the instrument of 2 bureaucracy.
It succeeded in holding the Empire together through many
centuries, but its defects were many; and they became
increasingly apparent in the last decades of the twelfth cen-
tury. This bureaucratic system of government was not able
to survive the fall of Constantinople in 1204 with the attend-
ant destruction of the departments of state and their archives.
The form of government that came into being during the
period of exile and was bequeathed to the restored Empire
is perhaps best described as a ‘household government’. It was
not clearly divided into departmenits with special functions
and personnel. The vestiges of a_bureaucracy survived only
I the Tmperial Wardrobe where the fiscal administration was
WWmme
'e.g. A. Meliarakes, ‘Jotopla 100 Bagikelov tiic Nixalac xal tod Aeorordrov tiic
'Hrelpov (1204-1261), Athens, 1898; A. Gardner, The Lascarids of Nicaea. The Story
of an Empire in Exile, London, 1912; D. M. Nicol, The Despotate of Epiros, Oxford,
1957; D. M. Nicol, ‘The Fourth Crusade and the Greek and Latin Empires, 1204—
1261°, in Cambridge Medieval History IV, part 1.

*Now collected in H. Ahrweiler, Etudes sur les structures administratives et sociales
de Byzance (Variorum Reprints), London, 1971,
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4 INTRODUCTION

central administration was conducted in the imperial court.
Members of the imperial household and imperial clerks car-
ried out most of the routine administrative work, while the
chief officers of the imperial household, such as the Steward,
the Butler, and the Chamberlain, were entrusted with impor-
tant administrative and military posts and missions. Provin-
cial governors, as well as imperial commissioners sent out
t_(;__til_g_gggyinces,meﬂrmmfm__me officers and members
0 i i 1d. -

Although the creation of a household system of govern-
ment marks a new stage in the history of Byzantine govern-
ment, there was no complete break with the past, for the
emperors of Nicaea were building on earlier administrative
practice. The new form of government can be traced back
in embryo long before 1204. In the course of the twelfth cen-
tury the members of the private imperial chancery and other
officers attached to the imperial household came to have a
greater say in the direction of government and the formula-
tion of policy. This ‘imperial cabinet’ was an ideal basis on
which to res dministration after 1204.

The changes that occurred in the organization of the state
during the period of exile were prepared by developments
already apparent in the twelfth century. Their main charac-
teristics were the simplification of the machinery of govern-
ment and the association of members of the aristocracy in
many aspects of government through the offices they held and
the franchises they were granted. The old bureaucratic super-
structure was swept away in 1204 and there emerged a house-
hold system of government.

This system of government reflected more clearly the shape
of society. It appeared to prowide a means of reconciling
imperial prerogative and aristoctatic privilege. This perhaps
explains the comparative effectiveness of imperial adminis-
tration during the period of exile and the apparent vitality
and strength of the Nicaean Empire. Any weaknesses tended
to be masked by the burning desire-to recover Constantinople
from the Latins, which united all sections of Nicaean society
behind the emperor. They were only fully revealed after the
recovery of Constantinople, when it became clear just how
difficult it was to preserve the balance between imperial and

e = i g
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aristocratic interests. It had already been weighted too he:;u;ily
in the_ aristocracy’s favour by the lavish grants of lands,
revenues, and privileges made by the Emperor John Vatatzes

to the great magnate families. After 1961 1t S-

ingly apparent that both at home and abroad imperial aspira-

tions rested on far too weak a base. -

R T
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THE PROBLEM OF THE UNITY OF
THE BYZANTINE WORLD AFTER 1204

Ever since the death of Manuel I Komnenos in 1180 the
weaknesses of the Byzantine Empire had become increasingly
apparent. By the end of the century there was an atmosphere

" of complete demoralization. There was vicious intrigue and

corruption in the capital, anarchy in the provinces, and
growing external pressure on the boundaries of the Empire.
The Fourth Crusade-was sucked into this whirlpool with ter-
rible consequences for the Empire. . .

From -one point of view the conquest of Constantinople
by the Venetians and the soldiers of the Fourth Crusade in
April 1204 simply completed a process of disintegration long
begun; from another there can be little doubt that it turned
what was only a very threatening situation into a catastrophe.
Yet such was the resilience of the Byzantines that Constan-
tinople was restored to the Empire in 1261, and for a short
while it regained much of its prestige and influence. It was
then to decline rapidly as a result of the loss of its provinces
in ‘western Asia Minor to the Turks in the early years of the
fourteenth century. The great effort mounted to save these
provinces had been to no avail and the reserves of strength
left to the Empire were largely squandered in a series of civil
wars that dominate the internal history of fourteenth-century
Byzantium. It was reduced to the level of a vassal state of
the Ottoman Turks, but it still clung tenaciously to Constan-
tinople until the final fall of the city in 1453.

In this history of decline and fall the Empire of Nicaea,
the Byzantine successor state that came into existence in west-
ern Asia Minor after 1204, holds a place of unique interest.
This is not simply because its emperors succeeded in winning
back Constantinople or because it preserved, and passed on
Byzantine traditions. It is also because the fall of Constan-
tinople was an unprecedented disaster, a ‘cosmic cataclysm’,
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10 THE EMPIRE OF NICAEA AND BYZANTIUM

as one contemporary put it.! The loss of the capital, a city
under the special protection of the Mother of God,? was
almost unthinkable. The principles, as well as the central
institutions, upon which the Empire was based, were over-
turned. The interest of the history of the Nicaean Empire is
partly how these were rebuilt and how they were adapted to
the new conditions that exile brought. In the process, not
only was a new political system established,’ buta new admin-
istrative structure evolved. Trends in the administration and
changes in the shape of society that can be traced back well
before 1204 crystallized under the pressures produced by the
fall of Constantinople. This helps to explain much of the
vitality of the Byzantine Empire in the thirteenth century, but
from the start there were flaws that contained the seeds of
decay.

The administrative system was one of the great st‘rengths
of the Byzantine Empire, providing much of its internal
cohesion. It is probably going too far to say that it shapfed
society, for it could not hold in check long-ten_n spc1al
changes, but it was surprisingly successful in adapting itself
to them and harnessing them to the needs of government.
Consequently, any examination of the Byzantine adminis-
trative system has to be carried out within a rather wide
framework. Not only must the underlying social structure be
considered, but also the constitutional ideas that gave it direc-
tion; still less should the over-all political situation be neg-
lected, for the way in which the administration evolYed was
in part in answer to the burdens that imperial aspirations
placed upon it. -

The fall of Constantinople brought utter confusion and
despair to the Byzantines.They accepted that it was a sign of
God’s wrath and a punishment for their sins and factious-
ness. There was no acknowledged emperor to whom they

! ]. Darrouzds, ‘Les Discours d’Euthyme Tornikes (1200-1205)', REB 26 (1968),
82-3.

2See N. H. Baynes, Byzantine Studies and Other Essays, London, 1955, pp. 240—§O;
P. J. Alexander, ‘The Strength of Empire and Capital as seen through Byzantine
Eyes’, Speculum, 87 (1962), 839-57.

3See G. Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State (translated by J. Hussey), 2nd
edn., Oxford, 1968, pp. 422-84.
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could turn for guidance. Mo d from
the sack of the city to Asia Minor or even further afield,*
MWWW
and the clergy of St. Sophia Ieft the capital to seek Tefuge
at Selymvria.® Several bureaucrats- sought safetyand-sotace
" in the monastic life.* Others after great hardships regained
their native cities.’ '
Provincials scoffed at the misfortunes of the refugees from

Constantinople,® but Q_e__l_fa\tin__s_oﬂngues;; was_to bring the
provinces their share of suffering and dislocation of everyday
life, as is only too clear from the 1cu€r'5‘ofmlﬁﬁaﬁes,
the Archbishop of Athens. After the fall of Constantinople he
set out from Athens for Thessalonica, only to retrace his
steps to Euboea and finally to seek refuge from Latin rule
on the island of Keos, penniless.® From this island he did
his best to see to the needs of his flock and to discover the
whereabouts of his many acquaintances. He was remarkably
successful, but he could lament that the Archbishop of Patras
had disappeared without trace.!

In an atmosphere of recrimination and despair, the Byzan-
tines were at first inclined to accept the rule of their Latin
conquerors. Within less than a year the Latins were able to
extend their authority over many of the cities of Thrace, the
littoral of the Sea of Marmara, and most of the Europe;h
coastlands of the Aegean. A Latn emperor and a Latin
patriarch had been set up at Constantinople ; and there seemed
to be every danger that Byzantium might be recreated in a
Latin image.

That this spectre did not materialize was due to a combina-
tion of factors. The quarrel between the Latin Emperor Bald-
win I and Boniface of Montferrat, the original leader of the

“Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 845, Il 12-81; Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’ I,
pp- 62, 1L 9-32.

* Nicetas Choniates, p. 784, Il. 15-20.

% e.g. the brothers Michael and John Belissariotes (see Nicetae Choniatae Orationes et
Epistulae, ed. J. A. Van Dieten (Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae, I11), Berlin/
New York, 1972, pp. 161-2.

"e.g. Euthymios Tornikes, 2 member of the clergy of St. Sophia (see Darrouzés
in REB 28 (1965), 158—4 and in ibid. 26 (1968), 77-83).

® Nicetas Choniates, p. 785, 1l. 7-17.

® Michael Choniates I1, p. 812, 1l. 12-19.

" Ibid., pp. 856-7; cf. ibid., pp. 2924.
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12 THE EMPIRE OF NICAEA AND BYZANTIUM

crusade, over Thessalonica revealed divisions among the cru-
saders; the full horror of the sack of Constantinople began
to be appreciated,' but most of all the harshness of Latin
rule and their general disregard for the Orthodox Church

‘and its' customs brought home the fact that a conquest by

an alien people had been affected, not simply the substitution
of a Latin emperor for the Byzantine.

The Greeks in Thrace turned for help to the Bulgarian Tsar
Kalojan. In April 1205 he inflicted a severe defeat upon the
main body of the Latin army near Adrianople. The Latin
Emperor Baldwin was captured and presumably put to death.
This disaster was followed two years later by the death of
Boniface of Montferrat, again at the hands of the Bulgarians.
The very existence of the Latin Empire was in the balance;
and the Greek leaders were given a breathing space in which
to transform what had simply been centres of resistance to
the Latins into veritable states. - . :

Already, shortly before the fall of Constantinople in 1204,
scions of the house of Komnenos had set up the Empire of
Trebizond, but its history lies slightly outside the mainstream
of Byzantine history. The two most important Byzantine suc-
cessor states were set up by men related to the ruling house
of Angelos. Behind the Pindos mountains around Arta
Michael Angelos was laying the foundations of what has come
to_be known s 1 ile a son-in-law
of- Alexios 111 Angelos (1195-1208), the Despot_Theodore
Laskaris, escaped to Asia_Minor_and immediately began to
organize Iocil—?'egi’s?a;ia; the Latins. Out of this was to
grow the Empi a.

In the spring of 1205 the Latin forces in Asia Minor were
withdrawn to counter the Bulgarian threat,'? and Theodore
Laskaris was able to bring under his control various local
rulers who had made themselves independent in the confu-
sion that followed the fall of Constantinople.!* He was then
acting in his capacity as despot,’* the highest-ranking

"eg. J. Darrouzes, ‘Le Mémoire de Constantin Stilbés contre les Latins’, REB
21 (1968), 81-6.

12 Nicetas Choniates, p. 814, 1. 15-22, p. 826, 1l. 16-18.

13 1bid., p. 798, 1. 5-8, pp. 826-7; Acropolites I, p. 12, ll. 10-18; Sathas I,
pp- 118-14.

4 Acropolites I, p. 11, 1. 5-9, 17-18.
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member of the Byzantine hierarchy beneath the empetor. He
did not have himself proclaimed emperor-at Nicaeg Wit

_perhaps as late as 1206.'% There still remained his two most-
~

dangerous Greek rivals in Asia Minor, Manuel Mavrozomes
and David Komnenos, one of the founders of the Empire of
Trebizond. Mavrozomes. hadSeljug—backing, but_he_was
defeated by Laskaris; and the frontier with the Seljugs was
rest.orga.“5 Two invasions mounted- by David Komnenos
against Nicaea were beaten off, probably in 1206 and 1207.!
~ Theodore Laskaris’s position was anomalous. His father-
in-law was still alive; he was only recognized as emperor by
the Greeks of western Asia Minor, and he had not been
crowned. He hoped to strengthen his claims by inviting to
his court the Greek Patriarch of Constantinople John Kama-
teros, then in exile among the Bulgarians. The patriarch
refused and died shortly afterwards in 1206.!® It was not until
two years later in March 1208 that Laskaris took the decisive
step of assembling a synod at Nicaea which was enjoined
to elect a new batriarch. Its choice fell upon Michael Autor-
eianos. His first act was an event of great symbolic impor-
tance, the coronation of Theodore I Laskaris.!® It demon-
strated that the twin pillars upon which the Byzantine Empire
was built, the imperial office and the patriarchate, had been
re-erected, if only in exile. '

Theodore Laskaris and his patriarch laid claim to all the
prerogatives that the emperors and patriarchs had enjoyed
before 1204. Almost from the first it was maintained that
though Constantinople had fallen its imperial traditions had
passed to Nicaea, where God, in his mercy, had set up an
emperor. It was the duty of the emperor, like Moses or Zoro-
babel before him, to lead his people out of captivity and to
restore the integrity of the Empire.?’ This meant above all

'% Sathas I, pp. 118-14; Nicetas Choniates, p. 828, ll. 14; Acropolites I, p. 11,
iil :s ﬁ:fg(}))l:)es. clls Lh;_:lg?lzy' independent source (o give a date. He is followed by
2 (rsea), 530, ;126280 : see R.-]. Loenertz, ‘La Chronique bréve de 1852°, OCP

!¢ Nicetas Choniates, p. 827, Il. 14-21, p. 828, Il. 19-28, p- 842, ll. 8-18.

7 Ibid., p. 828, Il. 4-19, pp. 844-5.

18 Ibifi., p- 837, 1. 2-5; Acropolites I, p. 11, 1. 13; Ddlger, Reg. 1671.

' Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’ I, pp. 5-12; Laurent in REB 27 (1969), 129-88.

*®Michael Choniates I, pp. 854-5; II, pp. 25761, 276-7, 886~7; Sathas I, PP-
104-5, 106-7, 128-9.

~
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14 THE EMPIRE OF NICAEA AND BYZANTIUM

the recovery of Constantinople. Hopes ran very high that it
would soon be restored after Theodore Laskaris’s great vic-
tory in 1211 qver the Seljugs at the battle of Antioch-on-the-
Maiander?! but quickly recede isdéféat in the autumn
of that year by the Latin Emperor Henry.?* The recovery of
the capital remained the ultimate aim of the emperors of
Nicaea, but in practice it had to be adaptr;d to the very com-
plicated political and ecclesiastical situation that had come
into being since 1204 in the lands that had formerly consti-
tuted the Byzantine Empire.

It is a tangled history dominated by contrafiictory themes:
the emperors of Nicaea had to temporize with the.papacy,
at first in order to draw off the full weight of the Latin offen-
sive,2? and then because it seemed to open up an easier path
to the recovery of the capital. This ran almost directly counter
to their struggle to preserve the unity and the purity of
Orthodoxy in the face of papal claims of supremacy.

These contradictions set up pressures that ruffled the inter-
nal history of the Nicaean Empire. The clergy was for the
most part and on_most-eccasions opposed to an imperial

olicy of negotiating with the papacy over the question of
the Union of Churches. In 1284 a debate at thé Nicaean court
between representatives of the two churches broke up in con-
fusion with the Greeks yelling after. the departing Latins: ‘It
is you who are the heretics.’?*

The- points of doctrine that separated the Greeks and
Latins were those that had been at issue at the time of t.he
1054 Schism and even before. Most important was the dis-
pute over the procession of the Holy Spirit; less important
was the disagreement over the use of unleavened bread in
the communion service. From a practical point of view,
perhaps most important of all was the problem of pa_pa.l pri-
macy. How valid were the papal claims to.supreme jurisdic-
tion over all the bishops of the church? The Greeks were

21 Michael Choniates II, pp. 858—6; Sathas 1, pp. 129-86, esp. p. 186, 1. 19-20.
Cf. Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’ II1, p. 10, 1. 21-8.

22 Acropolites I, p. 27, 11. 18-21. '

Heg. I\F/)Iigne, I;.L. 215, cols. 18725 Letter of Innocent III to Theodore I Laskaris

(Mar. 1208). ‘ -
3 J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, XXIII, col. 305, 1.

51-8.
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willing to admit a primacy of honour but insisted that it
could only be exercised in harmony with the other patriarchs.
The pope certainly did not have the right to appoint bishops
or a patriarch outside his own territories. If he tried to do
so, he was infringing the canons of the church.?s

The disputed points of doctrine, the very different concepts
that the Greeks and Latins held of the principles of church
organization, meant that at this level negotiations over the
Union of Churches were doomed from the start. The practi-
cal basis for negotiation was political, as can be seen from
the two occasions during the period of exile that talks over the
Union of Churches appeared to have some real hope of
success. The first occurred towards the end of Theodore I
Laskaris’s reign. He was scheming to obtain the regency of the
Latin Empire. Since the death of Henry of Hainault in 1216
it had been virtually without a ruler. Laskaris hoped to estab-
lish his claims to the regency by a complicated series of
marriage alliances. In 1219 he married the late emperor’s
niece, and her brother, the heir to the throne, was betrothed
to one of Theodore’s daughters. In 1220, in order to strengthen
*his claims still further, he convened a council at Nicaea to
discuss whether an approach should be made to the papacy
‘over the Union of Churches. The whole plan fell through asa
result of the intransigence of the Latins of Constantinople
and the opposition it provoked both from the Greek patriarch
and’from the Orthodox Church in Epiros.2¢

The second occasion occurred at the very end of the reign
of Laskaris’s son-in-law and successor, John III Doukas
Vatazes (1222-54). In the early years of his reign he followed
an anti-Latin policy which had the whole-hearted approval
of the Patriarch Germanos I1.*” But increasingly he found
himself drawn into the great struggle between the papacy and
the Hohenstaufen. Alliance with Frederick II seemed to hold
out the best hope of tangible rewards. There was a promise
that Constantinople might be returned. The alliance was

*e.g. Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’ 1, pp. 52-63; A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus,
‘Gedbwpos Elpmvixde Harpidpyne oixovuevixdg’, BZ 10 (1901), 187-92.

? Norden, Das Papsttum und Byzanz, pp. 841-7.

¥ J. Nicole, ‘Bref inédit de Germain I1, patriarche de Constantinople (Année 1250)
avec une recension-nouvelle du chrysobulle de I'empereur Jean Ducas Vataces', REG
7 (1894), 74-80.
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sealed by the marriage, probably in 1244, of the widower
John Vatatzes to a bastard daughter of Frt?derlck IL. In
general, Vatatzes remained true to his father-in-law h(?lplr}g
him with both men and money,?® but he gained nothing in
return and carried on intermittent negotiations with Pope
Innocent IV. _

The pope, for his part, came to see that the establishment of
the Latin Empire, far from solving the problem of the Greek
Church, had made actual what was only a potential schism. In
order to achieve a restoration of the unity of the two churches,
he was willing to abandon Constantinople to Vatatzes. By 1254
terms acceptable to both sides had been set out. Vatatzes was
able to secure synodical approval for his proposals.?® The
Patriarch Manuel II even put forward what might hgve been a
satisfactory solution to the problem of the procession of the
Holy Spirit.** But within the year Pope, Emperor, and
Patriarch were all dead; and both at Rome and at Nicaea

licies prevailed.

Od}gll-lgoVatatzgs’s son and successor Theodore'II Laskaris
(1254-8) certainly proposed that a general counc1.l s}}ould be
held to decide questions of dogma and organization that
separated the two churches, but he main_tamed that.m cases
where no agreement had been reached it was the imperial
prerogative to decide the points at issue.’' This lo.Ft}'r concept
of the imperial office left little room for negotiation ;”and
in 1256 papal envoys were expelled from his territories.

These negotiations over the Union of Churches form an
important, but barren chapter in the diplomatic history of
the Nicaean Empire. For the patriarchs of Nicaea a more
pressing problem was protecting and giving guidance to
those members of the Orthodox Church who found them-
selves under Latin rule. In the years immediately follpwmg
the fall of Constantinople the latter looked to the Nicaean

3 See S. Borsari, ‘Federigo IT ¢ I'Oriente bizantino’, RSI 63 (1951), 279-91.

29 Pachymeres I, pp. 366-7, 374-5; and, in general, Norden, Das Papsttum und
Byxanz, pp. 368-78.

39 Norden, Das Papsttum und Byzanz, pp. 756-9. .

* ], Draescke, ‘Theodoros Laskaris’, BZ 8 (1894), 512-13; Norden, Das I,’apstu‘tm
und Byzanz, pp. 878-88; V. Laurent, ‘Le Pape Aléxandre IV (1254-1261) et 'Empire
de Nicée', EO 34 (1935), 34-55.

3 Acropolites I, pp. 189-40.
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Empire as their hope of salvation ;** and many sought refuge
there.** It was partly under pressure from the Greeks of Con-
stantinople that Theodore I Laskaris proceeded to have a
patriarch elected at Nicaea.’® When they were being perse-
cuted by the Latins, the patriarchs of Nicaea encouraged and
sustained them in their resistance.’ But under the beneficent
rule of Henry of Hainault the Greeks of Constantinople
became increasingly resigned to the Latin yoke.??

Analogous to their position was that of the Orthodox in
Cyprus who had been under Latin rule since 1191, but there
were differences; these stemmed - from the status of the
church of Cyprus. It was an autocephalous church. This
meant that, although the Archbishop of Cyprus was elected
by the bishops of his church, final approval lay with the
emperor.*® The last archbishop appointed before 1204 died
soon afterwards; and the church of Cyprus was left without
a shepherd. There was now no fully acknowledged Byzantine
emperor to carry out the traditional imperial role in the
making of a new archbishop. In the year 1209 or shortly
before, the Cypriot clergy and people met under the auspices
of the Latin king of the island to break this deadlock. They
chose as archbishop Esaias, the exiled Orthodox Archbishop
of Lydda. There were doubts in general about the validity of
the procedure and in particular about the archbishop’s trans-
lation. The Bishop of Paphos was therefore sent to Nicaea
to obtain from the patriarch recognition of the validity
of the election and confirmation that the translation was in
no way uncanonical. The patriarch called together a synod
at Nicaea and together they provided the assurances that were
sought.*® There are no indications that the election was put
before the emperor for his approval, but the traditional

%3 Michael Choniates I, pp. 346-7; 11, pp. 257-61, 276-8, 278-9, 386-7.

Me.g. Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’ I, p. 62, 1. 9-32; Nicetas Choniates, p. 830,
Il. 24 ; Michael Choniates II, pp. 276-80. i

# Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’ II, p. 28, Il. 9-19. Cf. ibid. I, pp. 63—4.

% e.g. Papadopoulos-Kerameus in BZ 10 (1901), 18292,

3 Acropolites I, p. 30, 1l. 2-12. 3 Migne, P.G. 182, col. 1097.

#K. Chauepsaltes, “H éxxlnota Kompou xal 1 év Nixalo  oikovuevikdy
flatprapyelov 100 1y’ py.adivoc.  ovvoduci mpddic  t0b  marpapyelov
Kwvoravnivoundlews oyxetxdse mpdc iy exdoyiy kal Thv dvayvdpiow Tod
Apyremoxénov  Kimpov Hoafov’, Kurpiaxai Zmoubai, 28 (1964), 187-78, text
pp. 141-4.
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procedure was in large measure restored towards the end of
Theodore I Laskaris’s reign when Neophytos, the newly
elected Archbishop of Cyprus, came to Nicaea to be formally
instituted into his office by the emperor.4°

Archbishop Neophytos gave full expression of his loyalty
to the emperor of Nicaea when he wrote that he and his flock
recognized the Emperor John Vatatzes as their true lord;*
and it was natural that Neophytos and his bishops should
have found refuge in the 1240s at the Nicaean court from
Latin persecution.*? But this is all rather deceptive.

Neophytos appears to have turned a blind eye to the
Patriarch Germanos II’s instructions of 1228 that there
should be no submission to the Latin Church;** and the
patriarch’s letter to the Cypriot church warning of the
dangers of submission** only brought forth from Neophytos
a succinct statement and defence of the autocephalous status
of his church and an appeal to John Vatatzes that he should
stop the patriarch meddling in the internal affairs of his
church.*® This defence of the traditional rights of the church
of Cyprus was perhaps only to be expected, but it marks the
beginning of a deep rift between the Empire of Nicaea and
the Cypriot church. By 1250 it was rapidly moving out of the
Nicaean orbit. In that year Neophytos proposed that his
church should become direcdy dependent upon the papacy,
as it had once been upon the Byzantine emperor, and that
Rome should be the final court of appeal for all cases coming
before the Greek ecclesiastical courts.*¢ These proposals were
enshrined ten years later in Pope Alexander IV’s Constitutio
Cypria.*? .

The status of the Cypriot church no doubt pointed to-

“ K. Chauepsaltes, ‘Zyéoeic tiic Kimpou mpdc 1o év Nixalg pviavrvdv kpdroc,
Kunpraxal Zmovdal, 15 (1951), 76, 1l. 80-2; Sp. Lampros, ‘Kumpiaxd xai dda
Eyypapa éx tod nakativov kddixoc 367 tijc fifliodrxnc Tob Batixdvov', NH 14 (1917),
No. 28, p. 43, Il 5-7. _

“Lampros in NH 14 (1917), p. 42, Il. 24-8; p. 48, 1. 7-9; Chatzepsaltes in
Kvrpuaxal Zrovéal, 15 (1951), 76, 1. 21-5, 82—4.

42 Lampros in NH 14 (1917), No. 25, p. 89, ll. 12-17; Chatzepsaltes in Kvnptaxal
Znovbat, 15 (1951), p. 66, 1l. 10-14, pp. 66-75.

42 Sathas 11, pp. 5-14; Migne, P.G. 140, cols. 60113,

44 Sathas 11, pp. 14-19; Migne, P.G. 140, cols. 618-21.

43 Lampros in NH 14 (1917), No. 28, pp. 41-3.

4 E. Berger, Les Registres d’Innocent IV, 11, Paris, 1887, Reg. 4769.

41 ]. Hacket, A History of the Orthodox Church of Cyprus, London, 1901, pp. 114-28.
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wards the independent stand that Arclibishop Neophytos was
finally to take in his relations with the Nicaean Empire, but
these relations do illustrate the great difficulty that the
emperors of Nicaea had in giving substance to their imperial
claims. Where they lacked political power, the ecclesiastical
ties that held together the different members of the Orthodox
Church weakened. Yet other bonds remained surprisingly
durable. The martyrdom of the thirteen monks of Kantario-
tissa in 1231 bears witness to the strength of Cypriot Ortho-
doxy,** while the future Patriarch Gregory of Cyprus (1283—
1289) ran away from his native land in 1259 in order to seek
a more congenial education at Nicaea. He could not abide
the Latin education that was forced upon him in Cyprus.*
This contrast between the need to accept the existing politi-
cal situation and deep-rooted currents of sentiment and tradi-
tion can also be seen in Nicaean relations with the Russian
and Oriental churches. To a large extent they were a matter
of form, though there was some substance to the Patriarch
Germanos II's boast that his pastoral authority had borne
fruit among the inhabitants of the Crimea, the Armenians and
the Georgians, the Russians, and the Melkites of Jerusalem,*°
There were long-drawn-out and ultimately unsuccessful
negotiations during his patriarchate over the union of the
Greek and Armenian churches.’! He was in touch with Theo-
dore, the Bishop of Alania, whose see stretched from the Cri-
mea to the Caucasus.’? Possibly, too, the agreement by which
the primate of the Russian church was to be appointed in
turn from among the Greeks and from among the native
Russians was concluded during this period.*® The Oriental
Patriarchs were invited to send representatives to the council

% Sathas II, pp. 20-89.

“ Gregory of Cyprus, pp. 177-81.

**R. Loenertz, ‘Lettre de Georges Bardanes, métropolite de Corcyre, au patriarche
oecuménique Germain I1 1226-1227c.", EEBS 88 (1964), 96-7. Cf. Laurent, Regestes,
No. 1257.

‘' R. Devréesse, ‘Négociations ecclésiastiques arméno-byzantines au Xllle siécle’,
Studi bizantini e neoellenic, 5 (1939), 146-51; Laurent, Regestes, Nos. 1290, 1809.’

$2Migne, P.G. 140, cols. 387—414; M. Nystazopoulou, “0 ‘“Alavixéc” tvod
émoxémov Alaviag Qeodidpou kal 1} €ic dv matpiapyxdv Gpévov dvdppnoic lepuavod
100 B'°, EBBS 88 (1964), 270-8.

%3See D. Obolensky, ‘Byzantium, Kiev and Moscow: a Study in Ecclesiastical
Relations’, DOP 11 (1957), 84.
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convened by Theodore I Laskaris in 1220.%* They were con-
sulted in 1284 about the elevation of the archbishopric of
Trnovo to patriarchal standing.** The Emperor John Vatatzes
distributed his largess in traditional manner both to the
Oriental Patriarchates and to the monastery of St. Catherine
on Mount Sinai.*® One suspects that the emperors and
patriarchs derived great prestige from acting out traditional
roles; a possible sign of this is the way the church in Trezi-
bond finally came to - recognize the authority of the Nicaean
Patriarch in January 1261.57

In the East, in Cyprus, and in Russia they were dealing
with areas which were not of vital political importance for
the Nicaean Empire. Increasingly their eyes turned beyond
Constantinople to the Balkans where their claims were coming
under scrutiny from Theodore I Angelos, the ruler of Epiros,
who was going from strength to strength. In the autumn of
1224 Thessalonica fell to him. He was proclaimed emperor
shortly afterwards, though he was not crowned until much
later, probably towards the end of 1227.%% A rival Greek
Empire had been established. Even before 1224 the rulers of
Epiros had been appointing bishops without reference to
Nicaea. Theodore Angelos complained that if he accepted
Nicaean nominees he would not be able to trust them,*® a
point of view that is readily understandable if the great power
wielded by bishops in local affairs is borne in mind.

Theodore Angelos may have toyed with the idea of estab-
lishing a rival patriarchate,®® but he never did. In a sense
he had no need to; for within his dominions lay the see of
Ohrid. This church was of exactly the same autocephalous
status as the church of Cyprus.®! Its incumbent, the Arch-

¢ Dolger, Reg. 1704 ; Laurent, Regestes, No. 1224.

3 Dolger, Reg. 1744 ; Laurent, Regestes, Nos. 1278, 1282.

%6 Scutariotes, pp. 287-8. .

57 Laurent, Regestes, No. 1851.

8L, Stiernon, ‘Les Origines du despotat d’'Epire (suite)’, Actes du XIle Congrds

d’Etudes Byzantines. Ochride 1961, 11, Belgrade, 1964, pp. 197-202.

9 D. M. Nicol, ‘Ecclesiastical Relations between the Despotate of beros and the
Kingdom of Nicaea in the years 1215 to 1230°, B 22 (1952), 208-18; Loenerz in
EEBS 33 (1964), 99—-100.

0 Blemmydes, p. 14, Il 17-23.

¢! Migne, P.G. 182, col. 1097; B. Granié, ‘Kirchenrechtliche Glossen zu den vom
Kaiser Basileios II dem autokephalen Erzbistum von Achrida verliechenen anxlcglen ,
B 12 (1937), 895415, esp. pp. 402-7.
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bishop of Bulgaria, in theory had jurisdiction over the major-
ity of Balkan sees. He was subject to the will of the emperor
and not to the Patriarch of Constantinople. In 1217 Theo-
dore Angelos appointed Demetrios Chomatianos to this see;
and the latter set about defending the privileges of his church
and using them to establish it as the centre of an independent
Epirot church.5? After he had been crowned emperor by
Chomatianos, Theodore Angelos called together a synod at
Arta, proposing to the assembled prelates that they should
set up an autocephalous church. They demurred out of re-
spect for the rights of the Patriarch at Nicaea. A compromise
was reached. The prelates were authorized to seek from the
Nicaean Patriarch recognition of the autonomy of the Epirot
church. He was to be reassured that his name would continue
to be commemorated in its prayers.5® At Nicaea there was
indignation and suspicion.®* The Patriarch Germanos II was
in no mood to accede to this request. A mission led by the
Metropolitan of Amastris was sent with instructions to ex-
amine the state of the western churches and to find out how
genuine was their desire for union. With such terms of refer-
ence it was no wonder that the mission utterly failed and that
canonical relations between the two churches were broken
off.*

The claims of the church of Ohrid also brought Epiros
into conflict with Serbia and Bulgaria. With some justification
Demetrios Chomatianos maintained that the churches within
those states were subject to his authority. In the early thir-
teenth century the church both in Serbia and in Bulgaria
appeared at different times to be on the brink of falling
under Roman supremacy. In November 1204 a papal legate
crowned the Bulgarian ruler Kalojan king and raised the
Archbishop of Trnovo to the rank of primate.® In 1217
Stefan, the Grand Zupan of Serbia, similarly received a
crown from a papal legate.®” Serbia wavered between the

2 Nicol in B 22 (1952), 212, 217~18, 221-8.

€ Ibid., pp. 225-7; Loenertz in EEBS 38 (1964), 90-8.

% Blemmydes, p. 14, Il. 17-23.

¢ Loenertz in EEBS 33 (1964), 92-3.

% Norden, Das Papsttum und Byzanz, p. 281; R. L. Wollf, ‘The ““Second Bulgarian
Empire”. Its Origin and History to 1204°, Speculum, 24 (1949), 190-8.

7 C. Jiretek, Geschichte der Serben, Amsterdam, 1967, pp. 296-9.
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papacy and Orthodoxy. In the face of the claims of the see
of Ohrid, St. Sava, the brother of the Grand Zupan,
turned to Nicaea for recognition of the independence of
the church in Serbia. In 1220 the Patriarch Manuel I con-
secrated St. Sava autocephalous Archbishop of Serbia. It is
possible that it was also agreed that St. Sava’s successors
should be chosen and consecrated in Serbia and need not
seek either imperial or patriarchal confirmation of their
appointment. The name of the Orthodox Patriarch was still
to stand first in the list of those commemorated in the prayers
of the church in Serbia. In this way the Patriarch of Nicaea
was at least able to preserve a primacy of honour.%®

Because of the hostility that existed between the Bulgarians
and the Latins of Constantinople the subjection of the Bul-
garian church to the papacy was purely nominal. Shortly
before 1232 negotiations were begun that were to lead to the
recognition of the authority of the Nicaean Patriarch by the
Bulgarian church. In 1283 the Bulgarian Tsar John II Asen
(1218—41) was instructed to send his nominee as Archbishop
of Trnovo for ordination either by the Patriarch himself at
Nicaea or by his exarch who happened to be in Bulgaria.®
The exact details of this settlement are not known, but this

is not a matter of great importance, as they were soon super--

seded. In the following year negotiations were begun between
John Asen and John Vatatzes for an alliance against the Latin
Empire. As his part of the bargain Vatatzes was able to secure
the recognition of the independence of the Bulgarian church
and the elevation of the archbishopric of Trnovo to patri-
archal status. Again, the Patriarch of Nicaea was able to pre-
serve a primacy of honour, by insisting that his name should
be commemorated by the new patriarch, just as it would be by
any other metropolitan.”

The emperors and patriarchs of Nicaea were forced to
recognize the realities of the political situation and to accede

* Dolger, Reg. 1705; Laurent, Regestes, Nos. 1225-6; Ostrogorsky, History of the
Byzantine State, 2nd edn., p. 431; Jiretek, op. cit., pp. 296-9.

¢ E. Kurtz, ‘Christophoros von Ankyra als Exarch des Patriarchen Germanos II’,
BZ 16 (1907), 128-30, 141-2.

" Acropolites 1, pp. 50-1; Gregoras I, p. 80, ll. 3—6; Miklosich and Miiller I,
pp. 438-9; Dolger, Reg. 1746 ; Laurent, Regestes, Nos. 1282, 1285.
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to the division of the Orthodox patriarchate of Constan-
tinople into a series of independent churches owing them but
the slightest allegiance. In the case of Serbia and Bulgaria
very litle could be done. Their churches were not to be

reunited with that of Constantinople until the time of the

Ottoman conquests, but the church in Epiros was quickly
brought back into the Nicaean orbit.

In the course of the 1230s the political situation in the Bal-
kans changed in a way that favoured the Nicaean Empire.
Its most dangerous rival, Theodore I Angelos, the Emperor
of Thessalonica, was defeated and captured in 1280 by the
Bulgarians. The Empire of Thessalonica was stripped of its
territories in Thrace and Macedonia and broke up into three
distinct parts, Epiros, Thessaly, and Thessalonica. There fol-
lowed a series of quarrels between the members of Theo-
dore’s family. John Vatatzes was soon in a good position to
exploit these family squabbles. The alliance of 1284 with the
Bulgarians enabled him to seize the whole of southern Thrace
as far west as the Maritsa river.” After the death of the great
Tsar John Asen in 1241 the Bulgarian state grew weaker
under the rule of a succession of child kings. In 1246, taking
advantage of this situation, John Vatatzes annexed the Bul-
garian territories in Macedonia. At the same time leading
citizens of Thessalonica were engineering a plot against its
ruler Demetrios Angelos. By the end of November the city and
its surrounding region had passed into Nicaean hands.”

These were huge conquests made within the space of a few
months. They had been prepared by the work of the"*
Patriarch Germanos II. After the defeat of 1280 the new
emperor of Thessalonica, Manuel Angelos, was in an ex-
tremely precarious position, even turning to the papacy for
support.” John Vatatzes demanded that he renounce his
imperial pretensions.” Manuel hoped that- Germanos II
might act as a mediator between Vatazzes and himself and

™ Acropolites I, p. 51, Il. 18-18; Gregoras I, p. 80, 1. 7-12.

"2 Acropolites I, pp. 72-88.

™ Norden, Das Papsttum und Byzanz, pp. 820, 349 ; J. M. Hoeck and R.-]. Loenertz,
Nikolaos-Nektarios von Otranto, Abt von Casole: Beitrage zur Geschichte der ost-west-
lichen Bezichungen unter Innozenz III. und Friederich II. (Studia Patristica et Byzan-
tina“11), Ettal, 1965, pp. 154-5.

™ Acropolites I, pp. 48—4; Hoeck and Loenertz, op.cit., pp. 156-8.
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entered into negotiations with the patriarch over the restora-
tion of eccesiastical relations. In August 1232 the patriarch
sent his exarch to the western church and unity was formally
restored.” Thereafter Germanos II took an active part in its
affairs, even, it seems, going in person to supervise its organ-
ization. Particular attention was paid to the status of monas-
teries, many of which were brought under direct patriarchal
control.”

Succeeding patriarchs continued to concern themselves
with problems arising within the church in Epiros.” The
emperor too appears to have intervened in its internal affairs,
but it does seem that some sort of understanding was reached
between John Vatatzes and Michael Angelos, since about
1287 the ruler of Epiros.”® Towards the end of his reign
Vatatzes confirmed the rights of the metropolitan of Larissa
over a monastery within his diocese, but soon afterwards re-
scinded the grant at the request of Michael Angelos.™ This sug-
gests that the latter preserved a large measure of control over
the church within his territories, even if nominally he was
subject to the Nicaean emperor.

Both before and after the conquest of Thessalonica in 1246
it was part of John Vatawzes’s policy to bring the leading
members of the house of Angelos under his suzerainty. This
was achieved by forcing them to renounce any imperial pre-
tensions they might still have had and by granting them the
title of despot®® This certainly placed them at the head
of the Nicaean court hierarchy, but it meant that they

‘recognized the validity of the imperial claims of the Nicaean

emperor and that they owed him allegiance.®’ It had the

5 Miklosich and Miiller III, pp. 62-8; Kurtz in BZ 16 (1907), 121~8; Loenertz
in EEBS 33 (1964), 94—5; Hoeck and Loenertz, op.cit., pp. 158-9.

"6 Kurtz in BZ 16 (1907), No. 4, pp. 187-9; Rhalles and Potles V, pp. 106-9;
V. Laurent, ‘Charisticariat et commende 4 Byzance. Deux fondations patriarchales
en Epire aux XIle et XIlIe siécles’, REB 12 (1954), 10013, esp. 108-9.

77 Rhalles and Potles V, pp. 114-20.

¢ Acropolites I, pp. 64-5; Hoeck and Loenertz, op.cit., pp. 168-71.

" Dolger, Reg. 1807-8.

% e.g. the following emperors of Thessalonica:

Manuel Angelos (1280—~c. 1287) in 1287 : Acropolites I, p. 61, 1. 28-4.
John Angelos (c. 1237—44) in 1242: ibid., p. 67. 1l. 15-20.
Demetrios Angelos (1244-6) in 1244: ibid., p. 70, 1l. 15-18.

# Cf. G. Ostrogorsky, ‘Observations on the Anstrocracy in Byzantium'; DOP 25
(1971), 21-2.
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additional advantage of devaluing the court titles that had
been granted by the emperors of Thessalonica.

After 1246 John Vatatzes’s most ambitious project was to
negotiate a marriage between one of his grand-daughters and
Nikephoros, the eldest son of Michael Angelos. Terms were
not finally agreed until the peace treaty concluded in 1252
between the Nicaean Empire and Epiros. Nikephoros was to
be raised to the dignity of despot by John Vatatzes;*? and
so, too, it seems, was his father.®® The marriage was cele-
brated in 1256 at Thessalonica; and to give it greater solem-
nity the patriarch came from Nicaea to officiate.?* At the same
time the Epirots agreed to surrender the important cities of
Servia in Thessaly and Dyrrhachion.®

Vatatzes also tried to win over to the Nicaean side members
of the Epirot nobility. An important Albanian chieftain,
Goulamos, was enticed over and so was Theodore Petrali-

has, Michael Angelos’s brother-in-law. The former was
p . . g . . - «
married to a distant relative of the Nicaean imperial house;
the latter to a daughter of Demetrios Tornikes, Vatatzes’s
chief minister.®s This complicated network of marriage
alliances among the Byzantine aristocracy gave a degree of
unity to the shattered fragments of the Byzantine Empire that
transcended the new political divisions, but it would be
wrong to suppose that they necessarily provided a means
through which the Nicaean emperors could extend their poli-
tical power. Petraliphas soon returned to his allegiance to
Michael Angelos.?

Nor did marriage alliances always produce the results
intended. The marriage of Nikephoros Angelos to a Nicaean

%2 Acropolites I, p. 88, 1l 17-19, p. 92, ll. 9-10; Pachymeres I, p. 86, 1l 2-3,
p. 248, 1. 7-12; Gregoras I, 48-9; Dolgcr, Reg. 1806.

83 Gregoras I, p. 49, Il. 1-2. Gregoras is the only source to give this information.
Though trustworthy, he was not a contemporary. George Akropolites who actually
took part in the negotiations in question has nothing to say on this subject. Even
before 1252 Akropolites consistently entitles Michael Angelos despot the first occa-
sion being in 1247 (Acropolites I, p. 84, 1. 18). Consequently, it is very likely that
he had first received this dignity at the hands of one of the emperors of Thessalonica.
He most probably received the title in 1237 following the death of Manuel Angelos
(see Acropolites I, p. 65, 11, 2-3).

8 Acropolites I, p. 134, 1. 3—6; Sathas VII, p. 527, 1. 4-7.

# Acropolites I, pp. 182-8.

% Ibid., p. 90, IL 17-20, p. 91, 1l. 6-16.
¥ Ibid., p. 166, 1l 1-4.
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princess at first sight appears to have been a great diplomatic
coup for the Nicaeans, but Dyrrhachion was never properly
secured and within a year Michael Angelos had invaded the
Macedonian territories of the Nicaean Empire.®® But one
marriage alliance brought unexpected windfalls to the
Nicaean Empire. To cement the Nicaeo-Bulgarian alliance of
1284 Vatatzes’s son and heir Theodore Laskaris was married
to a daughter of the Bulgarian tsar.®® This marriage was to
provide one of the grounds on which the citizens of Melnik
in Macedonia took their decision in 1246 to surrender their
city, then under Bulgarian control, to John Vatatzes. It was
argued a little ingenuously that his son had a strong claim
to the city in his wife’s right.*

At the beginning of his reign Theodore II Laskaris ‘was
faced with a Bulgarian invasion that threatened to undo the
very conquests that his marriage had helped to secure. With
great energy the Bulgarians were thrown back and by the
summer of 1256 the former frontiers had been restored.®! He
was then called back to Asia Minor by the flight of the future
Emperor Michael Palaiologos to the Seljuq Turks.”* It was
at this point that Michael Angelos chose to invade the
Nicaean provinces in Europe. By the end of Theodore’s relgn
their conquest seemed almost within his grasp.

Theodore left only a young son John IV Laskaris ; his rights
were put aside and the throne passed to Michael Palaiologos
(1259-82). Palaiologos’s usurpation momentarily revealed
deep divisions within the Nicean Empire. These seemed to
offer Michael Angelos still greater hopes that the Nicaeans
might be driven out of Europe and the way opened to Con-
stantinople.®® He concluded alliances with the rulers of Sicily
and of the Frankish principality of Achaea, but in the late
summer of 1259 the allied forces were completely defeated by
a Nicaean army at the battle of Pelagonia. The Nicaean con-
quests in Europe were at last secure. The next year Michael

* Acropolites I, pp. 140-3, 149-50.

% Ibid., pp. 48-9, 50—1; Ddolger, Reg. 1745.

9 Acropolites 1, p. 77, 1l. 1-5.

* Ibid., pp. 107-27, esp. p. 127, 1. 12-16; Theodore Lascaris, pp. 279-82, esp.
p. 281, 1l 68—78; Délger, Reg. 1888.

92 Acropolites 1, pp. 184-5.

*2 See Pachymeres I, pp. 81-8.
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Palaiologos launched a great assault on Constantinople and
failed- ignominiously. But on 25 July 1261 a small Nicaean
forée penetrated the great walls of the city while the Latin
garrison was absent. Constantinople was restored to the
Empire, as it seemed to men of the time by the workings
of Divine Providence. -

In the great speech that Michael Palaiologos made on
hearing the wonderful tidings, he proclaimed that just as the
capital had fallen into his hands through God’s mercy, so
would the remaining parts of the Empire that lay outside his
dominion.*® His reign saw a vast effort mounted towards their
reconquest. It had its successes but must in the long term be
accounted a failure.

This failure stemmed in part from the Nicaean legacy. The
opposition of the people of Bithynia to Michael Palaiologos’s
usurpation had its roots in their devotion to the Laskarid
dynasty.*® Much more serious than this was the deep resent-
ment felt throughout all sections of Byzantine society at
Palaiologos’s policy of church union with Rome. It was a
policy that deliberately took as its precedent John Vatatzes’s
negotiations with the papacy.®¢

It was ironic, too, that the recovery of Constantinople
should have emphasized the weakness of what at first sight
appears to have been one of the great Nicaean achievements:
to have kept alive the Byzantine imperial tradition at a time
when it might have been destroyed for all time. The con-
tinuity of Byzantine civilization was ensured and a semblance

of unity was preserved for the Byzantine ‘Commonwealth’,

but it did not provide an adequate basis for Michael Palaio-
logos’s plan of reconquest. In reality, this unity was weak and
compromised, based on sentiment and common traditions
rather than anything more concrete. The independence of
Serbia and Bulgaria was firmly established both politically
and ecclesiastically. The rulers of Epiros were subject to the
emperors of Nicaea in name only, a state of affairs that ex-
acerbated mutual.distrust and increased Epirot resentment of
Nicaean claims. The church in Epiros certainly came under

* 1bid., pp. 158-7, esp. p. 155, 1l. 10-11.
% Ibid., pp. 193-4.
% Ibid., pp. 8667, 374-5.
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the authority of the Nicaean patriarch. Theodore II Laskaris
saw that this ecclesiastical dependence might provide him
with a political lever. Faced with a Epirot invasion, he called
together in 1257 a synod which at his prompting placed the
ruler of Epiros, Michael Angelos, and his people under an
interdict.®” There are no signs that this move had any success.
At home it only brought forth opposition from Nikephoros
Blemmydes, the emperor’s former tutor, who bitterly
objected to this use of the church for political ends.*®
Blemmydes’s attitude to Epiros, and for that matter to
Rhodes, went directly against the official view. The Nicaean
government considered Michael Angelos a rebel.?® In general
Nicaean opinion of the Epirots was low. They were not to be
trusted ; their submission brought with it no loyalty.!®® Much
the same can be said about the Nicaean attitude to the Gavalas
family that had held the island of Rhodes since the fall of
Constantinople.’® In the Nicaean view they had usurped
imperial rights. In contrast, Blemmydes accepted that it was
quite natural that the Gavalas family should consider it their
hereditary possession and that they held it quite indepen-
dently of the Nicaean Empire.!> He adopted a similar atti-
tude towards the authority of the rulers of Epiros.!°® Blem-
mydes, a renowned and cantankerous scholar, twice a candi-
date for the patriarchal throne,'** was a man whose opinion
counted at the Nicaean court.!®® These differing attitudes
show what difficulty there was even in Nicaean court circles
in adapting imperial aspirations to the political fragmenta-
tion of the lands that had formerly constituted the Byzantine
Empire. Perhaps they also point to a paradox that lies at

*7 Blemmydes, pp. 45-6. '

% Ibid., pp. 46-7.

» e.g. Acropolites I, p. 143, 1. 8-9, 18, p. 145, 1l. 16-17, p. 150, L. 17, p. 157,
. 16, p. 160, Il. 19-20, p. 168, 1L 8, 24, p. 165, 1l. 8, 20, p. 166, 1. 16, p. 167,
. 25, p. 169, 1L 17, 25, p. 171, 1L 11, 27, p. 172, L. 5.

100 Acropolites I, p. 167, 1. 20-8 ; Pachymeres I, p. 187, 1l. 10-15.

10! Nicetas Choniates, p. 842, 1l. 20~1; Tafel and Thomas II, p. 820, 1. 9-11,
1l. 17-18. Two Nicaean invasions were mounted against the island, the second in
1249 being successful : Acropolites I, pp. 45-6, 86-8.

192 Blemmydes, p. 62, 1. 11-21.
103 1bid., p. 86, ll. 16-19; cf. Theodore Lascaris, pp. 820-—4.

104 Blemmydes, pp. 88-9, 41-5; Acropolites I, pp. 106-7.
195 Cf. Blemmydes, pp. 81-2, 88, 1. 12-24, 46-7, 48-50, 50, 1l. 17-25, 89, 1l. 19-25.
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the heart of the history of the Nica¢an Empire. Its imperial
aspirations were its raison d’etre, but they now rested, both
in terms of ideas and resources, on foundations too narrow
to support them. That the Nicaean Empire had at its disposal
fewer resources than the Byzantine Empire in the twelfth cen-
tury is obvious enough. But a narrowing of its ideological
basis needs some explanation.

The fall of Constantinople and the period of exile at
Nicaea served to emphasize the parallel that the Byzantines
liked to draw between themselves and the Jews.!% Nicaea was
their Babylon.!?” In exile they would atone for their sins ; with
the purity of their faith renewed they would be led back
in triumph to their Sion—Constantinople.!°® In this way their
claims to be a chosen people were enhanced.

Another parallel that had played a vital part in shaping
the view that the Byzantines had of themselves was also rein-
forced. They, like the ancient Hellenes before them, were now
in danger of being overwhelmed by the Barbarian sea. Thus,
Nicetas Choniates compares the boastfulness of the Seljug
Sultan killed by Theodore I Laskaris at the battle of Antioch
with that of Xerxes;!%® and the deeds of Laskaris are set beside
those of Alexander.!'® Thus, too, the Patriarch Germanos II
likens John Vatatzes’s great victory over the Latins in 1224
at Poimanenon to those of Marathon and Salamis.!!!

With this parallel in mind Nicaean scholars generalized a
usage only rarely found in the twelfth century.!!? Before 1204
the Byzantines normally used the word ‘Roman’, when they
referred to themselves. This continued to be the case after .
the fall of Constantinople, but it became increasingly com-
mon for scholars to use the word ‘Hellene’, as well. Pre-
viously, it had practically always been synonymous with
pagan. It must be emphasized that, although all the major

1% See Alexander in Speculum, 37 (1962), 889-57.

' Michael Choniates I, pp. 854—5; Sathas I, p. 129, ll. 8-7; E. Miller, Recueil
des historiens des croisades. Historiens grecs, 11 (Paris, 1881), pp. 662-8.

1% Papadopoulos-Kerameus in BZ 10 (1901), 191, 1l. 8-85; Sathas I, p. 106, 1L
1-9, p. 129, 1. 8-7; Michael Choniates 1, pp. 854-5; 11, pp. 257-61; 858-6.

109 Sathas I, p. 181, ll. 16-17.

110 Ihid., pp. 107-8.

! Nicole in REG 7 (1894), p. 77, 1. 12.

!12See R. Browning, Greece—Ancient and Mediaeval, London, 1966, p- 16; and in
Journal of Hellenic Studies, 91 (1971), pp. 214-15.
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80 THE EMPIRE OF NICAEA AND BYZANTIUM

Nicaean scholars used this word to mean Byzantine, it was
a usage limited almost entirely to Belles-Lettres. It became part
and parcel of rhetorical convention. Otherwise, there seems
to have been little consistency about this new usage. In some
contexts it retained its old meaning of pagan,''* while the
historian George Pachymeres even identified the Vlachs with
the ‘Hellenes’.!'4

At the same time this new usage seems to denote a new
awareness on the part of Nicaean scholars of the unique value
of their ‘Hellenic’ past. This is perhaps best explained as a
reaction to the threat posed by the Latins not only politically
and ecclesiastically, but also intellectually. It was only during
the period of exile that Byzantine scholars became fully aware
of the great strides made by western learning during the
twelfth century.!'* Theodore II Laskaris feared that philoso-
phy would desert the Byzantines and find a new home among
the Barbarians. He regarded it as part of his duty to lead
the fight against this threat.!'® In 1254 a disputation took
place at the Nicaean court between its scholars and members
of a Hohenstaufen embassy. Laskaris claimed victory and
believed that it reflected great glory on the ‘Hellenes’.!!?

There is possibly another, rather ironic, reason why
Nicaean scholars should use the term ‘Hellene’, where before
1204 ‘Roman’ would have been more usual. ‘Roman’ now
became a term that might be applied to the Latins as well
as the Byzantines. George Akropolites ended a tract on the
procession of the Holy Spirit with the point that the name
‘Roman’ was common to both ‘peoples.''® Such a usage
would have given rise to obvious difficulties. It was perhaps
to overcome them that the Emperor John Vatatzes referred,
in his letter of 1287 to Pope Gregory IX, to his imperial
predecessors as ‘Hellenes’ and to his forbears as being ‘of
Hellenic stock’.'*?

W e.g. Oikonomides in REB 25 (1967), 117, 1l. 20-1.

114 Pachymeres 1, p. 88, L. 10~11.

133 Cf, P. Tannery, Quadrivium de Georges Pachymére (Studi e Testi 94), The Vatican,
1940, pp. xvii-xxiv.

V¢ Theodore Lascaris, pp. 8-10; Andreeva, Oterki, pp. 147-8.

11 Theodore Lascaris, pp. 174-5; Andreeva, Oéerki, pp. 144-6.

U8 Acropolites 11, p. 64, 1. 12; Andreeva, Oterki, pp. 165-6.
19 A, Meliarakes, ‘lotopla tod Baotkelov tiic Nwaiac xai 10D Aeomordrov Tijc

"Hrelpov (1204-1261), Athens, 1898, pp. 276-9.
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The new usage of the word ‘Hellene’ has its parallel in
the way in which Theodore II Laskaris calls the Anatolian
provinces of the Nicaean Empire the Hellenikon or even
Hellas;'*® and George Akropolites describes the Pindos
mountains as the frontier between Epiros and ‘our Hellenic
Land’ (Hellenis).'*' In similar vein, it became almost a com-
monplace of Nicaean letters to consider Nicaea a latter-day
Athens.!22

It has been argued very largely on the basis of these new
usages that the Nicaean Empire must be considered one of
the cradles of Greek nationalism.!?* This is a point of view
hard to sustain, since it assumes that the ‘Hellenic’ element
was becoming divorced from the Biblical and Christian
Roman strands that were equally important in the forging
of Byzantine civilization. This was certainly not the case under
the emperors of Nicaea. If Theodore I Laskaris is compared
with Alexander and Achilles, he is also compared with David
and Moses.'” At the battle of Antoch he and his men
wore the sign of the cross in imitation of Constantine the
Great and his army at the batde of Milvian Bridge.'?*
Michael Palaiologos’s proudest epithet was the ‘New Con-
stantine’.!%6

A simpler explanation perhaps comes rather nearer the
truth.'?” The new meaning attached to the word ‘Hellene’
reflects the intensity with which the Greeks of Nicaea clung
to Byzantine traditions in the face of an unprecedented cala-
mity. It was not a question that just one strand in Byzantine
civilization was exaggerated; the same can be said of all of
them. This can be seen in the great devotion to the imperial
office that stood at its centre. A clear sign of this is the way

#0 Theodore Lascaris, p. 165, 1l. 284, p. 176, 1l. 52-8. Cf. Blemmydes, p. 4, 1L
~17-18.

131 Acropolites I, p. 166, 1l 5-7.

122 Gregory of Cyprus, p. 179, 1. 26-8; H. Hunger, ‘Von Wissenschaft und Kunst
der friihen Palaiologenzeit’, JOBG 8 (1959), 128. f ’

2 e.g. A. E. Vacalopoulos, The Origins of the Greek Nation: The Byzantine Period,
1204-1461, New Brunswick, N.J., 1970.

124 Sathas I, p. 181, Il. 6-18.

125 Ibid., p. 185, IL. 18-22.

126 Pachymeres I, pp. 800-1.

27 Cf, J. Irmscher, ‘Nikda als “Zentrum des griechischen Patriotismus’’, Revue
des Etudes Sud-Est Européennes, 8 (1970), 88—47.
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John Vatatzes came to be venerated as a saint by the people
of Asia Minor soon after his death.!??

There is, it is true, a ‘nationalist’ tinge to the Empire of
Nicaea. There was a deep devotion to the land of Asia Minor
which is best expressed in an official letter that Theodore II
Laskaris sent to its cities at the end of his successful war with
the Bulgarians. He proclaimed that he was offering his vic-
tories as a gift for ‘my mother, the Holy Land of Anatolia’.'®
The other side of this was the growing xenophobia of the
Greeks of the Nicaean Empire. The Armenians of the Troad
were massacred in 1205 in retaliation for the help they had
given the Latins.!* Shortly before his death in 1254 John
Vatatzes ordered the forcible conversion to Christianity of the
Jews within his dominions.'*! His protectionist economic
policies stemmed from his desire to prevent the wealth of
his people passing into the hands of foreigners.'*? It was a
similar desire that led his son to dream of creating an army
from which foreigners were to be excluded.!** At a more per-
sonal level, Nikephoros Blemmydes turned down Gregory of
Cyprus as a student not only because he was poor, but also
because he was a foreigner.'**

These attitudes hardly stem from a consciousness of a ‘Hel-
lenic’ past. They were much more the result of the transfer
of the imperial and oecumenical claims of Constantinople
to Nicaea.!? Associated with this was the conviction that only
subjects of the emperor of Nicaea had the right to consider
themselves Byzantine. This gained currency even outside Asia
Minor and was not without its political advantages. The main
reason why the people of Melnik decided to surrender their
city to John Vatatzes in 1246 was their belief that they were
true Byzantines (Rhomaioi) and not Bulgarians and that, con-
sequently, they should submit to the rule of the Nicaean,

128 pachymeres I, pp. 400-2; A. Heisenberg, ‘Kaiser Johannes Batatzes der Barm-
herzige', BZ 14 (1905), 198-285.

129 Theodore Lascaris, p. 281, 1l. 73—4.

130 Nicetas Choniates, pp. 7967, p. 814, 1. 16-19.

131 Dglger, Reg. 1817; P. Charanis, ‘The Jews in the Byzantine Empire under the
First Palacologi’, Speculum, 22 (1947), 75.

132 Gregoras I, pp. 43—4. Cf. Pachymeres I, pp. 38-9.

133 Theodore Lascaris, pp. 58-9.

134 Gregory of Cyprus, p. 181, 1l 15-28.
133 See Michael Choniates I, p. 355, Il. 6-10; Sathas 1, pp. 104-5.
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emperor.'*$ The negative side of this, as we have seen, was
the distrust and resentment that Nicaean claims engendered
among the Greeks of Epiros. Thus, the conditions of exile
exaggerated a contradiction that had been present throughout
the history of the Byzantine Empire: the contrast between its
oecumenical claims and a deeply held feeling of exclusivity.
As a result, the foundations of its imperial aspirations were
ever more rapidly undermined.

The history of Byzantium during the period of exile dis-
plays conflicting patterns of development. There is the great
resil'ience shown by the Greeks of Nicaea. Thrace and Mace-
donia were reconquered and Constantinople finally re-
covered. The emperors and patriarchs of Nicaea established,
at least nominally, the validity of their claims to be the heirs
of their predecessors at Constantinople; and Nicaea became
the temporary centre of the Byzantine ‘Commonwealth’. On
the other hand, the bonds holding together these diverse
lands became weaker.

_The imperial and oecumenical claims preserved in the
Nicaean Empire were given a new vitality by changes that
took place in the structure of government and society during
the period of exile, but the momentum these generated was
never strong enough to restore the Byzantine Empire to the
bounds it had enjoyed before 1204. As this momentum began
to fail, the dangers that these changes held for imperial auth-

ority and for the integrity of the state became increasingly
obvious.

136 Acropolites 1, p. 76, 1l. 11~20.
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THE BYZANTINE CONSITUTION:
THEORY AND PRACTICE

As we have seen, Theodore I Laskaris, the founder of the
Nicaean Empire, had been raised to the rank of despot
before the fall of Constantinople by his father-in-law, the
Emperor Alexios III Angelos (1195-1203), and had thus been
] officially designated his heir apparent. This did not, however,
i form the basis of his claim to the imperial office. Instead, he
maintained that it had been bestowed upon him directly by
God as a reward for his exertions on behalf of the Byzantine
people.! At his proclamation which probably took place in
1206 he assumed the imperial purple and put on the red
sandals of office.? He laid claim to the prerogatives exercised
by the emperors of Byzantium before the fall of the City to the
crusaders. He signed himself in red ink with the hallowed title
of the emperors of Byzantium: ‘O év Xpio1¢) 15 Oep mordg
Baagideic xal Avtokpdrwp ‘Pwpaiov.* He minted his own
coinage.* He strove to recreate in exile the fallen Empire.?
‘ . A patriarch was elected at Nicaea in March 1208 and, as we
have seen, his first action was to crown Theodore. The
imperial court with its attendant ceremonial and hierarchy was

re-established ;% and the senate restored.’
The Byzantine theory of Empire was preserved unchanged,
as the following passage makes plain. It comes from a letter
I = of the Patriarch Michael Autoreianos, written most probably

soon after his election in March 1208.

T
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1 Sathas 1, p. 98, 1. 24, p. 109, HL. 18-28, p. 110, Il. 14.

2 Ibid., pp. 113-14; Nicetas Choniates, p. 828, Il. 2—4.

3The earliest example of Theodore’s imperial signature is found in a document
dated June 1207 : Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 217~18; Ddlger, Reg. 1676.

* Hendy, Coinage and Money, pp. 227-36.

$ Michael Choniates I, p. 855, 1l. 6-10; 11, pp. 149-52.

¢ See Andreeva, Oterki, pp. 55-80; Heisenberg, ‘Palaiologenzeit’, pp. 82-97.

7 Scutariotes, p. 282, 1. 10.
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88 POLITICS AND THE CONSTITUTION

God gave us the Empire as a monarchical institution in the likeness of
his own government, thus setting aside for all time the disorder that results
from polyarchy. He established it at the time of his incarnation, so that
those who believed in him should not behave towards one another in a
heedless and foolish fashion and should not in their wickedness destroy
both themselves and their faith. You know how God has punished us for
our sins so that we were almost in danger of being handed over to the
barbarians, but He took pity on us again and restored our first boon, the
Empire, and raised up for us an emperor both industrious and painstak-
ing, such as the time required . . .

The first part of this passage echoes very closely the ideas
of Eusebius of Caesarea on the origin and function of the
Christian monarchy. Constantine the Great’s conversion to
Christianity made necessary the formulaton of a theory of
empire that reconciled the idea of kingship with the Christian
faith; and this is what Eusebius achieved by building very
largely on Hellenistic concepts of kingship.

His formulations were to remain the basis of the Byzantine
view of the state and of the imperial office. The emperor was
God’s vice-gerent upon earth, deriving his authority directly
from God and mirroring His perfection. It was no accident
that the establishment of the Roman Empire by Augustus
should have coincided with Christ’s incarnation, for the
imperial office had been created by God to protect and
foster the Church. This was the main task devolving upon
the emperor and the end to which his absolute authority was
to be directed.®

How this theory of the Divine Right of Kings was to work
in practice was much less clear. It conflicted with the vestiges
of Roman republican tradition which held that the Law was
the true master of the state, and the emperor only its guar-
dian and interpreter. It left unresolved the exact nature of
the relationship between the Church and the Empire which
Constantine’s conversion had imperfectly fused. The
Emperor Justinian tried to provide the necessary solutions
to these problems. Church and Empire were simply different,
but mutually supporting, aspects of a single unity presided

¥ N. Oikonomides, ‘Cinq actes inédits du patriarche Michel Autdreianos’, REB
25 (1967), 118, 1l. 87-46.

% See N. H. Baynes, Byzantine Studies and other Essays, pp. 168—72; F. Dvornik, Early
Christian and Byzantine Political Philosophy, 11, pp. 614-22.
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over by the emperor by virtue of the power he derived from
God. God was the only source of law, but Justinian main-
tained that the emperor was sent by God as ‘incarnate law’
and was therefore above the Law.!? Thus was the theory of
Divine Right further elucidated and strengthened.

The theory of Divine Right was hardly if ever called in
question by the Byzantines. It was gratefully accepted that the
imperial office was the chief principle of unity and order in
the world and that the emperor’s authority was abso-
lute. This was to have two very important implications for
the internal history of the Byzantine Empire. On the one
hand, much of its internal history was simply concerned with
the exercise of imperial authority through the admini-
stration ; on the other hand, Byzantine politics turned to a very
large extent on two issues that were central to the theory of
Divine Right but had never been resolved. In the first place,
there was the question of the succession. No law of succes-
sion was ever established. In theory, and often in practice,
the throne might pass to anybody, who simply by seizing i,
proved that he was the elect of God. But whether the
emperor was a usurper or, as was more likely, had been
designated by the previous emperor and associated in the
imperial office, certain formalities had to be gone through
before his claims were recognized. The emperor was only
elected in exceptional circumstances, but the wishes of the
aristocracy, army, and people were made known through
acclamation; and this remained an essential element in the
making of an emperor. It was followed by the other essential.
element—his coronation by the patriarch. It was never com-
pletely clear whether the patriarch was thus only approving
the choice made through acclamation or was giving divine
sanction to this choice.!!

This illustrates the uncertainties that in practice accom-
panied the ideal relationship between church and empire
formulated by Justinian. These provided a second area of

°See Dvornik, op.cit. 11, pp. 716-28, 815-24; ]. Meyendorfl, ‘Justinian, the
Empire and the Church’, DOP 22 (1968), 43—60.

! See J. B. Bury, ‘The Constitution of the Later Roman Empire’, in Selected Essays
of J. B. Bury (ed. Harold Temperley), Cambridge, 1930, pp. 99-125; P. Charanis,

‘Coronation and its Constitutional Significance in the Later Roman Empire’, B 15
(1940-1), 49-66.
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dispute around which Byzantine politics revolved. It was
partly a question of defining the limits of imperial authority in
ecclesiastical affairs. It was generally agreed that the emperor
had complete authority in matters of organization, but no
authority to alter the dogma of the Church. Any such attempt
was bound to call forth the bitter opposition of at least a
section of the Church.

It was also a question of determining what rights the
patriarch had over the emperor. He could refuse to crown
an emperor whose confession of faith he found unsatisfac-
tory; he could excommunicate an emperor who, in his judge-
ment, was failing to carry out the duties of his office properly.
But what this amounted to is much less clear. Did the
patriarch have a right and a duty to supervise the emperor’s
conduct of his office ?

The uncertainties that existed both in this case and over
the succession were never resolved. As we shall see, they were
at the bottom of the constitutional crisis that accompanied
Michael Palaiologos’s usurpation. This episode also shows
the way in which constitutional questions provided an outlet
for the contradictions existing within the Byzantine Empire.
One of the most important of these was the contrast between
the supreme legal, judicial, and executive powers vested in
the emperor by virtue of the theory of Divine Right and a
society and government increasingly dominated by the aris-
tocracy.

The relations between the emperor and the aristocracy
undoubtedly constitute one of the most important elements
of Byzantine politics, but they were often cloaked by other
issues, such as the question of succession. As before the fall
of the City in 1204, so during the period of exile at Nicaea
each succession brought a crisis of varying intensity. Theo-
dore I Laskaris’s successor, his son-in-law John III Doukas
Vatatzes (1222-54), was faced at the beginning of his reign
with opposition from the late emperor’s brothers and then
from some of the most influential families.!> At the end of
his reign he again came into conflict with the aristocracy. The
reasons for this are nowhere made clear, but the most prob-
able explanation is that he was trying to ensure the succession

12 Acropolites I, pp. 84-7; Gregoras I, p. 25, 1. 8-7.
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of his son Theodore II Laskaris (1254-8) who was unpopular
with certain sections of the aristocracy.'®* These crises culmi-
nated in the usurpation of Michael VIII Palaiologos and the
setting aside of the rights of Theodore II’s only son John IV
Laskaris.

Succession under the Lascarids was by and large heredi-
tary. It is true that Theodore I Laskaris’s son by his second
marriage to an Armenian princess was passed over in favour
of Theodore’s son-in-law on the grounds that he was still
a child." It had become-the practice in Byzantium for the
throne to pass, in the absence of acceptable male heirs, to
the emperor’s son-in-law.!?

Something of a mystery surrounds John Vatatzes’s succes-
sion. It was claimed that he had been designated heir appar-
ent by his father-in-law and that he had received the throne
as his just and rightful inheritance and not by force,'¢ but he
only held the rather lowly office of protovestiarites'” or just
possibly the rather higher dignity of protovestiarios,'® when it
would have been more usual for him to be honoured with the
rank of despot. As has already been remarked, this rank was
reserved in this period for the emperor’s son-in-law and heir
apparent. Earlier in his reign Theodore Laskaris raised
Constantine Palaiologos to this rank and married him to one
of his daughters.!® Palaiologos was thus designated heir
apparent but he died soon afterwards.?® Whether or not
Theodore Laskaris formally designated his next son-in-law,
John Vatawzes, as his successor, the fact remains that in the
eyes of contemporaries their relationship gave Vatatzes a very
strong claim to the imperial throne.?!

It was one thing to designate a successor, but, as the fate
of John IV Laskaris shows, another to ensure his succession,

'3 Acropolites I, p. 105, 1I. 8-6, p. 131, Il. 3-9; Andreeva, OZerki, pp. 156-9.

4 Acropolites [, p. 81, Il 15-19. °

'* See Gregoras I, p. 69, 1. 2-9.

¢ Acropolites 11, p. 15, Il. 12-22; Gregoras I, pp. 24-5.

7 Acropolites I, p. 26, 1. 22.

't 1bid., p. 26, 1. 37; Sathas VII, p. 462, 1l. 2—4.

% Acropolites I, p. 26, 1. 16-17, p. 29, ll. 5-7; A. Heisenberg, Nikolaos Mesarites.
Die Palastrevolution des Johannes Komnenos, Wiirzburg, 1907, p. 10; see Polemis, The
Doukai, No. 140, p. 156.

20 Acropolites I, p. 26, 1. 18.

2l See ibid. II, p. 28, Il. 11-14.




Ao i

)

P TP —

42 POLITICS AND YHE CONSTITUTION

particularly if he was still a child. Theodore I Laskaris was
faced with this problem in the case of his young son by his
first marriage, Nicholas, who was in the event to die before
him. All sections of lay society were required to take an oath
of loyalty both to Theodore and to his son, while the Church,
for its part, affirmed its loyalty and obedience to the
emperor, the empress, and their son. Should Theodore die,
it undertook to guarantee his son’s succession and to support
the empress in any actions she might take on behalf of her
son. In addition, it would respect the rights of any guardians
and ministers appointed either by her or by Theodore to
manage the affairs of state while Nicholas was still a minor.??
Nicholas was already designated emperor, but he is not given
the full ttulature of the imperial office.?* This may mean
that Theodore followed the Byzantine practice of formally
associating his son in the imperial office, or the prince’s posi-
tion may have been analogous to that of Theodore II Laskaris
who was never formally invested with the imperial office in
his father’s lifetime,?* but was the acknowledged heir appar-
ent and was occasionally unofhicially termed emperor.?*

The steps that Theodore II took to ensure the succession
of his young son John recall those of his grandfather outlined
above. He drew up a will appointing his son as his successor
and his favourite George Mouzalon as regent. All sections of
society both lay and ecclesiastical were then made to swear
that they would observe these terms.?® With one possible
exception, therefore, the emperors of Nicaea do not appear
to have had their heir apparent proclaimed emperor in their
lifetime. This was in marked contrast, as the historians of the
fourteenth century observed, to the practice prevailing under
the Palaiologoi.?

As was to be expected, the emperors of Nicaea maintained
the traditional ceremonies of the proclamation and acclama-

22 Oikonomides in REB 1967, pp. 122-4.

Be.g. 1OV KAnpovduov xal Siddoyov Tic Baoilefac avrdv 1dv mepindOnrov vidv tijg
dylac avtyv Bagikelag, tov Baoidéa kip Nixdlaov.

24 pachymeres I, p. 38, 1. 10; Gregoras I, pp. 53—4.

2 Theodore Lascaris, pp. 117, 140, 150, 159, 162, 172, 177, 186.

26 Acropolites I, p. 154, 1l. 15-20; Arsenios Autoreianos in Migne, P.G. 140, col.
949, 11. 83-9.

27 Gregoras I, pp. 53—4; Cantacuzenus I, pp. 16-17. Cf. Acropolites 1, pp. 188-9.
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tion and of the coronation,?® but it Has been argued very
plausibly that the period of exile saw the revival of the cere-
mony of hoisting the emperor aloft on a shield to receive his
acclamation and that the rite of anointing was introduced
into the coronation service, apparently in emulation of the
Latin emperors of Constantineple.?® Attractive as this thesis
is, it must be pointed out that the evidence for it is not con-
clusive.

The ceremony of raising the emperor aloft on a shield
appears to have lapsed at the beginning of the seventh cen-
tury. It is not clearly attested again until the proclamation
of Theodore II Laskaris in November 1254.3° Nikephoros
Gregoras, who records it, simply remarks that it was custom-
ary.

The question of the introduttion of the rite of anointing
is altogether more complicated. By analogy with King David,
the Byzantine emperor was often called the Lord’s anointed.
It is usually assumed that this usage was metaphorical. It did
not'mean that the emperor had actually been anointed by the
patriarch. It is argued that before 1204 the word, ‘to anoint’
(xpfew), in connection with the making of an emperor or
patriarch, only meant to institute.?!

As we know, Theodore I Laskaris assembled a synod ot
the Church in March 1208 to elect a patriarch. It was to meet
in the third week of Lent. The reason given for this was that
the patriarch ought to be invested with his office before Holy
Week, ‘since it was the custom during that week for the patri-
arch to consecrate the holy oil’.?? This has consistently been
taken to mean that the emperor was to be anointed in the
course of the coronation ceremony. In fact, it simply refers
to the customary consecration of the holy oil by the patriarch
which takes place each year in Holy Week.

There is, however, other evidence that Theodore I Laskaris

8 Andreeva, Oterki, pp. 60-6.

¥ G. Ostrogorsky, ‘Zur Kaisersalbung und Schilderhebung im spétbyzantinischen
Krénungszeremoniell’, Historia, 4 (1955), 246-56.

* Gregoras I, p. 55, Il. 1-8.

3t See Ostrogorsky in Historia 1955, pp. 246-9.

32 Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’, II, pp. 84-5: ‘kaf'fjv €icdber 10 Gelov Tod uvpov
xpiopa Sy tdv marpap kv teleotovpyeiofar yepdv t€ kal mpooevydv’. See F.
Délger in BZ 49 (1956), 201-2.
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was anointed. Theodore himself claimed that God had
anointed him after the fashion of David,*® while Michael
Choniates, the exiled Archbishop of Athens, wrote to Basil
Kamateros, probably the most powerful man at Theodore
Laskaris’s court, to congratulate him: he had been able to
persuade Theodore ‘to impose a head upon our order of
priesthood [i.e. to set up a patriarch] and not to disregard
the priestly unction that he was in danger of omitting, but
to enjoy the imperial priesthood through the fragrance of the
double myrrh’.3

This passage is not conclusive proof that Theodore I Las-
karis was anointed, since elsewhere Michael Choniates uses
unction in a metaphorical sense.?® But the probability that
he was is strengthened by the decisive evidence for the
anointing of his grandson Theodore II. At the tme of his
accession, there was no patriarch; the last one had died
at almost exactly the same time as the previous emperor.
Nikephoros Blemmydes who was intimately involved in
these events records that Theodore was in great haste to have
a new patriarch installed, so that he could carry out the
anointing of the emperor.’®* Only then would he be able
to set out from Nicaea to deal with the very disturbing situa-
tion that was developing in the European provinces of the
Empire.

Whether the rite of anointing had formed part of the
coronation service before 1204—perhaps long before—or
whether-it was only introduced during the period of exile
must remain an open question. Despite the strong presump-
tion that Theodore I Laskaris was anointed, there is no hint
that his coronation witnessed any innovations. Michael
Choniates appears to suggest that it was entirely traditional.
It is nevertheless strange that no trace of the rite of anointing
the emperor has been preserved in the various handbooks of

Byzantine court ceremonial.

33 Sathas I, pp. 105-6: ‘davideiov 10 ypioua xal Thy dpxaipeoiay rm)t[govaav’.

3 Michael Choniates II, p. 258, Il. 20-4: ‘10 Oroféobar 1¢) Paocilel xepaliy
émbeivar tj) xa@’ Nudc lepwovvij xal punrént mepropdv 1o lepanixdv xpioua xwduvvedoy
éxnéc yevéobai, al& tijc éx tod Sitlob ulpov evodulag dmolavew 1o Bacfieiov
lepdrevua’.

% e.g. Michael Choniates II, pp. 836-7.

¥ Blemmydes, pp. 41-2: ‘Tiv 100 Tijc Baoileiac ypiouaroc tedeoiovpyiav’. CF.
Gregoras 1, p. 55, Il. 21-8; Acropolites I, pp. 106-7.

Two lines of some verses that Nikephoros Blemmydes
composed in honour of the birth of Theodore II’s son John
IV Laskaris®” have been interpreted as showing that the cere-
mony of anointing strengthened the principle of hereditary
succession.*® As we have seen, hereditary succession was the
general rule under the Laskarids; this was anyway the case
almost throughout Byzantine history. But there was always
the countervailing sentiment that the emperor ought also to
be the man best-fitted to carry out the duties of the imperial
office. Under the Laskarids great stress was laid not only on
hereditary succession, but perhaps even more on the emperor
as a philosopher king, for only love of philosophy was
thought to equip an emperor with the wisdom necessary to
carry out the onerous burdens of his office.*® This can per-
haps be seen as an attempt to reconcile the two conflicting
views on the principles of succession.

It was natural that at the time of Michael Palaiologos’s usur-
pation his supporters should have argued against hereditary
succession and in favour of the throne passing to the man
best-fitted for the office. Michael Palaiologos even pro-
claimed himself willing to pass over his son if he did not prove
himself competent to be emperor.*® This was sheer hypocrisy,
but it does illustrate the tension which always existed in
Byzantium between the two principles of succession.

*7 Blemmydes, p. 110, vwv. 8-9:

Xxprotob matihp kAnpovxikd¢ avrdval, atroxpdrwp,
&x yap xprorod xpiotéc éon, xal ob yprotdc éx TovTov.

%8 Andreeva, Oterki, p. 153.

** E. Barker, Social and Political Thought in Byzantium from Justinian to the Last Palaco-
logus, Oxford, 1957, pp. 151-61.

*® Pachymeres I, pp. 90-1.
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THE EMPEROR AND THE CHURCH

‘For the Priesthood and the Empire, as it seems to me, are
sisters, linked together like soul and body. The one is akin
to the divine—the other is material.” This view of the rela-
tionship between Church and state was put forward by the
future Emperor Theodore II Laskaris in a letter to the
Patriarch Manuel II.' He is expressing the typical Byzantine
conviction that Church and state were only different aspects
of a single unity. Ideally, harmony should always prevail
between them; in practice, this was not always the case.

Patriarchs of Constantinople were made and sometimes
unmade by the emperor, while emperors might be excom-
municated by the patriarch. The emperor had a duty to
supervise the organization of the Church and to protect the
purity of the Christian faith. He presided over the councils
of the Orthodox Church, but had no authority to alter the
dogma of the Church. The Church, for its part, took upon
itself the task of supporting the emperor in the execution
of the duties that the imperial office thrust upon him.

It would be fair to say that under the emperors of Nicaea

‘both parties carried out their obligations. The creation of an

empire in exile naturally demanded the closest co-operation
of emperor and patriarch. The Patriarch Michael Autor-
eianos took the unprecedented step of pardoning the sins of
all Theodore’s troops who fell in battle. He urged them to
fight on behalf of their emperor; they must protect the head
that God had given them, for the monarchy was divinely
instituted to save them all from the perils of anarchy.? He
also pardoned the emperor his sins.® The patriarch and the
bishops further undertook to persuade the people of their

! Theodore Laskaris, p. 188, 1l. 17-19, translated in A. Gardner, The Lascarids of
Nicaea. The Story of an Empire in Exile, London, 1912, p. 305.

2 Oikonomides in REB 1967, pp. 117-19.

3 Ibid., p. 120.

|
|
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dioceses to honour and respect their emperor.* Theodore I
Laskaris, for his part, took firm action to prevent the spread
of heresy. Scholars from Constantinople came to Nicaea and
began to dispute over the character of the eucharistic ele-
ments. Theodore threatened that, unless they returned to the
traditions and dogma of the Church, he would leave off fight-
ing against the Turks and Latins and would persecute them
until he had utterly destroyed them.*

Both Theodore and his successor John Vatatzes encountered
some opposition from the Church to their unionist policies,
but they were careful to consult its opinion and strove to
obtain its approval.® John Vatatzes relied very heavily on the
support of the Patriarch Germanos II in his conduct of for-
eign affairs, and at the end of his reign the Patriarch Manuel
IT aided him in the growing difficulties he was experiencing
in his relations with the aristocracy. Vatawzes failed to have
Michael Palaiologos, who was even then suspected of having
designs upon the throne, convicted on a charge of treason.
He therefore requested that the patriarch should demand
from Palaiologos an undertaking on oath that he would
remain loyal to the emperor and his successors.” Another
example of Vatawzzes’s need for the moral support of the
Church can be quoted. Soon after the death of his first wife
Eirene, John Vatatzes too appeared to be on the point of
dying.- He distributed vast sums of money in alms to the
poor. Happily, he recovered, but he was extremely worried
lest it be thought that he had thus wasted public funds; and
so he took an oath before the Patriarch Manuel II that this-
was not the case, since the money expended had accrued from
his careful management of the imperial demesne.®

Both John Vatatzes and his Empress Eirene were renowned
for their lavish benefactions to the Church.® Their piety was
expressed in the endowment of new churches, monasteries,

hospitals, and almshouses.!® The most famous of .these new

“Ibid., p. 128, II. 36—40.

* Scutariotes, pp. 280-1. Cf. Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’, III, pp. 12-18. On the
twelfth-century origins of this dispute, see C. M. Brand, Byzantium confronts the West
1180-1204, Cambridge, Mass., 1968, pp. 1412, 851, n. 48.

¢ See above, pp. 15-16.

T Acropolites 1, p. 101, Il. 2-6; Pachymeres I, p. 95, 1l. 5-10; Dolger, Reg. 1814.

# Pachymeres I, pp. 70-1.

? Scutariotes, pp. 287-8; Gregoras I, pp. 44-5. 10 Gregoras I, pp. 44-5.
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foundations were perhaps the monasteries of St. Anthony the
Great at Nicaea'! and of Sosandra near the imperial resi-
dence of Nymphaion close to Smyrna.'? The emperor also
helped restore monasteries that had fallen into decay!* and
he gave extensive properties to the patriarchate which had
previously only enjoyed the rather meagre revenues of the
metropolis of Nicaea.!* His piety was shown at another level
in the conversion to Christianity of the Koumans, Turkic
tribesmen that he had settled in his dominions. George
Akropolites singled this out as an act of special merit.!’

The emperors of Nicaea attacked the spread of heresy and
tried to extend the Christian faith through missionary work;
they were generous in their grants of estates, revenues, and
privileges to the Church and, in general, respected the rights
and the traditions of the Church. There is no need to mini-
mize this achievement, but just as important was the way they
exercised control over the organization of the Church. *

The emperors of Byzantium possessed the right to make
alterations in the diocesan organization of the Church. As far
as one can see, the emperors of Nicaea made few changes,
and the diocesan organization of the Church in Asia Minor
remained close to that existing before 1204 under Isaac II
Angelos (1185-95).'¢ Only two changes should be noted. The
church of Philadelphia formerly subject to the Metropolitan
of Sardis was now raised to metropolitan status and given
thirteenth position in the hierarchy in place of the church

. . . -
of Syracuse.!” Likewise, the church of Pontic Heraklea was
given metropolitan status and received seventeenth position
in place of its former superior, the metropolitan church of

! Gregoras I, p. 44, 1. 19.

21bid., p. 44, Il. 17-18; Scutariotes, pp. 287-8; A. Heisenberg, ‘Kaiser Johannes
Batatzes der Barmherzige’, BZ 14 (1905), 166—71; Andreeva, Oterki, pp. 24-7; Ahr-
weiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 89-91, 94-6.

U e.g. the monastery of Lemviotissa near Smyrna: Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp.
1-4; Dolger, Reg. 1718; the monastery of Rouphianon: Miklosich and Miiller IV,
pp- 808-5; Dolger, Reg. 1754.

14 Zepos, Ius, I, pp. 661-2; Dolger, Reg. 1956.

'$ Acropolites 11, p. 24, Il. 15-17. Cf. Cantacuzenus I, p. 18, Il. 14-16.

18 See H. Gelzer, ‘Ungedruckte und ungentigend veroffendichte Texte der Notitiae
episcopatum, ein Beitrag zur byzantinischen Kirchen- und Verwaltungsgeschichte’,
Abhandlungen der kimiglich bayer. Akad. d. Wiss., philos.-philol. Classe, 21 (1901), pp.

590-5.
17 Délger, Reg. 1700.
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Klaudiopolis.'* The exact date of these promotions is not
known, but they most probably took place in the reign of
Theodore I Laskaris. Both Philadelphia and Pontic Heraklea
were places of great importance under the Laskarids; and
these promotions brought the diocesan organization closer
to the political realities of the time.

This is one aspect of imperial control over ecclesiastical
administration. Another much more vital one was the ques-
tion of ecclesiastical appointments and above all that of the
patriarch. One of the emperor’s most powerful weapons in
his dealings with the Church was his right to make and
unmake patriarchs. The procedure for the election of the
patriarch of Constantinople had long been established. A
synod of the church of Constantinople forwarded the names
of three candidates to the emperor who selected the one who
pleased him best. If none of the candidates seemed suitable,
the emperor had the right to make an independent choice.!?
In practice, the election of a patriarch was more complicated
than this suggests. As we shall see, the emperors of Nicaea
were forcéd to adapt this procedure to their own needs and
to the pressures of the time.

The election of Michael Autoreianos was quite exceptional.
For this reason alone, it was necessary to vest it with every
sign of legality. The synod that elected him was composed
not only of the metropolitans and their suffragans who
resided in the emperor’s dominions, but also the clergy of
St. Sophia and the abbots of the monasteries of Constan-
tinople.?® But, as far as Theodore was concerned, the main
reason for assembling all these prelates at Nicaea was not
so much the election of a patriarch; it was more so that they
could witness the institution of the patriarch into his office
by the emperor.?!

A seriqus departure from the normal procedure occurred
after the death of 'the Patriarch Theodore II Eirenikos
(1214-167? in January 1216. Theodore Laskaris was at that

'* Dolger, Reg. 1805.

19 See Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur, pp. 60-2.

% Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’, I1, pp. 84-5; Délger, Reg. 1678—y.

! Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’, II, p. 85, 1. 9-10.

*? Eirenikos’s election followed traditional procedure: Heisenberg, ‘Neue
Quellen’, III, pp. 18-19.
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time away from Nicaea campaigning on the Turkish
fronder. He called together two synods, one consisting
of the prelates of Bithynia and Paphlagonia, the other of
those of western Asia Minor. They were to decide whether
it was lawful for an emperor to invest the patriarch with his
office while away from Nicaea. Laskaris stressed that a
patriarch would only be chosen after listening to their
advice.2* Consent was obtained; and Laskaris proceeded to
invest his confessor, Maximos,?* the abbot of the monastery
of Akoimetos, with the patriarchal office. A second investiture
took place, it should be noted, once the emperor and the

. patriarch had returned to Nicaea.?*

His successor, John Vatatzes, was less considerate of eccle-
siastical opinion. His control over appointments to the
patriarchal throne was more blatant. He tried to ensure that
the patriarchs would be amenable to imperial control. As the
Patriarch Germanos II (1228—40) lay dying, he discussed the
succession with the emperor. The patriarch put forward the
claims of his protégé, Nikephoros Blemmydes; the emperor,
for his part, preferred either Methodios, the abbot of the
monastery of Hyakinthos at Nicaea, or the head of the palace
clergy. It was Methodios who became patriarch, while Blem-
mydes was only chosen to instruct him in his duties. He
turned this down in disgust.?¢

Methodios died after a reign of only three months. Vatatzes
then left the office vacant for two years because he could find
no candidate acceptable to him.?? It was at this time that he
rejected the synod’s choice of Nikephoros, the Metropolitan
of Ephesus, as patriarch, because he feared ‘the man’s zeal’.?*

John Vatatzes and the last patriarch of his reign, Manuel II,
died at almost exactly the same time. For reasons that have
already been underlined, the election of a new patriarch was
a matter of the utmost urgency for the new Emperor, Theo-

3 E. Kurtz, ‘Tri sinodalnykh gramoty mitropolita Ephesskago Nikolaja Mesarita’
(‘Three Synodal Letters of the Metropolitan of Ephesus, Nicholas Mesarites’), VV
12 (1906), No. 1, pp. 103-5; Dolger, Reg. 1698.

# Oikonomides in REB 1967, p. 115, 1l. 1-20, p. 125, 1l. 1-3.

3 Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopoulos, Enarratio de episcopis Byzantii, in Migne, P.G.
147, col. 464 ; Dolger, Reg. 1699; Laurent in REB 1969, pp. 184-5.

26 Blemmydes, pp. 88-9; Acropolites I, pp. 71-2.

27 Acropolites I, p. 72, 1l. 2-8.

28 pachymeres I, p. 117, Il. 7-13.
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dore II Laskaris. Thé emperor entrusted the election of a new
patriarch to a synod of bishops. Their unanimous choice fell
upon Nikephoros Blemmydes, the emperor’s former tutor.’
The day appointed by the emperor for his investiture came,
but Blemmydes refused to accept office. The emperor tried
to persuade him to change his mind, pointing out that not
only was he elected unanimously by the synod, but that the
monks and people, the army and all the nobility preferred
him to anybody else. This argument appears to reflect some
of the hidden pressures involved in the choice of a patriarch.
Blemmydes remained adamant. He- distrusted his former
pupil’s headstrong temperament. He did not want to act as
the emperor’s ‘minister of religion’.?* Theodore could wait
no longer and such was his haste that he had the monk
Arsenios Autoreianos ‘made deacon, priest, and patriarch
within a week’.°

Imperial intervention was necessarily less obvious in other
ecclesiastical appointments, but it did exist. In 1216, for
example, Nicholas Mesarites, the Metropolitan of Ephesus,
assembled the synod of his province to fill a vacant bishopric.
Unknown to Mesarites, Theodore I Laskaris had already
promised the see to the Metropolitan of Mitylene who had
found refuge from the Latins at the Nicaean court. As soon
as he learnt of this, the Metropolitan of Ephesus quashed the
election made by his synod and put the exiled Metropolitan
of Mitylene into possession of the bishopric.*!

The emperors had the right to appoint abbots to certain
monasteries. These were called imperial monasteries. They.
were either imperial foundations or they had been placed
under imperial protection. In 1227 John Vatatzes appointed
Gerasimos Opsikianos, a monk of the monastery of St. Paul in
Latros, to the abbacy of the monastery of Lemviotissa which
he was in the process of refounding.’* A more instructive

» Blemmydes, pp. 41-5; Acropolites 1, pp. 106-7.

¥ Acropolites I, p. 107, 1. 4-14; Blemmydes, p. 45, Il. 1-6; Pachymeres I, p.
116, pp. 2-7. Scutariotes (pp. 288-91) gives a garbled version of these events. He
was close to Arsenios, but it does not seem that much reliance can be placed on
his account which completely passes over Blemmydes’s election.

3 Kurtz in ¥V 1906, pp. 110-11; Délger, Reg. 1701.

32 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 86, ll. 5-9. Cf. ibid., pp. 145-6, 240-1; Délger,
Reg. 1718-14.
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example comes from the closing months of the emperor’s
reign. Phokas, the Metropolitan of Philadelphia, was forced
to accept an imperial nominee as the abbot of the imperial
monastery of Kouzenas near Magnesia. Theodore Laskaris
who was acting for his father informed the metropolitan that,
though he might have spiritual jurisdiction over the monas-
tery, the emperor had direction of its secular affairs.?* About
the same time, Theodore demanded as part of the imperial
prerogative (7j) Baoileip Omepoyfj) that the monastery of St.
Andreas which came under Phokas’s authority should be con-
verted into the dormitory of a hostel that was being built;
adding that the bathroom was not to be taken away.?* Both
these examples suggest that the jurisdiction over monasteries
and the appointment of abbots to imperial monasteries were a
possible cause of friction between the emperor and the Church.

The question of the jurisdiction over the monasteries was
to be one of the major concerns of the patriarchs of Nicaea.
As a rule a monastery came under the authority of the local
bishop, but if it was an imperial or patriarchal foundation,
it would come under the direct control of the emperor or
patriarch. In the confusion that surrounded the fall of Con-
stantinople to the Latins many monasteries were withdrawn
from the oversight of the local bishop either by the family
of the founder or by some local magnate on the pretext that
it was an imperial monastery. The situation was worst in
Epiros,* and, as far as it is possible to tell, much less serious
in western Asia Minor, with the possible exception of Paphla-
gonia.’¢ The Patriarch Germanos II was particularly con-
cerned to bring imperial monasteries in Epiros under the
control of the local bishop or failing this under direct
patriarchal control.?” But in Asia Minor the patriarchs of
Nicaea were mainly interested in regulating the respective
rights that the patriarchal administration and local bishops
had over monasteries.*® Hardly ever was it a question of a
clash of imperial and ecclesiastical jurisdictions.

3 Theodore Lascaris, pp. 162-3. 3#1bid., pp. 164-5.

35 See Laurent in REB 1954, pp. 109-18.

36 Rhalles and Potles, V, pp. 112-18; Laurent, Regestes, No. 1260.

¥ Kurz in BZ 1907, pp. 187-9; Laurent in REB 1954, pp. 108-13.

3 Rhalles and Potles, V, pp. 112-18; Miklosich and Miiller I, pp. 118-25; IV,

pp- 802-8; VI, pp. 198-5, 205-6.
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This is not to say that imperial and ecclesiastical juris-
dictions did not overlap, sometimes bewilderingly, but co-
operation rather than competition appears to have been the
rule. Disputes over the ownership of property bulk largest in
the sources and these usually came before the imperial auth-
orities, but against this it is possible to cite a quarrel between
the monastery of Lemviotissa and another monastery, that of
St. Nicholas of Kalyphas, over some houses in the city of
Smyrna ; judgement was given by the Metropolitan of Smyrna,
even though both parties were imperial monasteries.3®

Disputed appointments might also come before the imper-
ial authorities. The Emperor John Vatatzes reversed a verdict
of the Metropolitan of Ephesus, Constantine Klaudiopolites,
and ordered that Nikephoros Blemmydes should be rein-
stated as abbot of the monastery of St. Gregory the Wonder-
worker near Ephesus.*® The emperors do not seem to have
interfered in matters coming within the spiritual jurisdiction
of the Church. One of the monks of the monastery of Hieras,
popularly known as Xerochoraphiou, complained to Theo-
dore I Laskaris of the conduct of the abbot of the monastery.
Laskaris did not deal with the matter himself, but ordered
that the monk’s allegations should be examined by Nicholas
Mesarites who was then Metropolitan of Ephesus and under
whose jurisdiction the monastery came.*!

As we have already seen in the case of the appointment
of an abbot to the monastery of Kouzenas, a clear distinction
seems to have been made, at least in the case of the monas-
teries, between secular and spiritual jurisdiction. Secular jur-
isdiction over a monastery (1) ypnuatixi . . . deonmoreta, as it is
called in one instance)*? might be exercised by the emperor,
or by a layman. This immediately prompts the question—
does this indicate the survival after 1204 of the institution
of charistike ?

Charistike was the grant either by the emperor or by a
bishop of the administration of monastic estates. The recipi-
ents of these grants were normally members of the aristocracy.

** Miklosich and Miller 1V, pp. 55-6.

* Blemmydes, p. 88, 1l. 8-24; Délger, Reg. 1760A.
' Kurtz in VV 1906, pp. 106-10; Délger, Reg. 1698.
“2 Rhalles and Potles V, pp. 120, 1l. 18-19.
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In theory, they were to protect the monastery’s best interests.
Of course, they often used their authority to line their own
pockets. It was an institution that must have had its advantages
for the Church, since ecclesiastical reaction to it was by no
means completely hostile. As far as the emperor was con-
cerned, it provided a rich source of rewards.*’

It is therefore rather surprising to find virtually no traces
of charistike after 1204. This is possibly to be explained by
the massive appropriation of monastic properties both by the
emperor and by landowners that took place after 1204.4* It is
to be supposed that temporaryrights held in charistike were made
permanent.** As we have seen, at the same time monasteries
were being withdrawn from the jurisdiction of the local bishop.
It was this that most concerned the patriarchs of Nicaea, not
the administration of monastic estates and revenues.

The distinction drawn between spiritual and secular juris-
diction makes plain that the administration of monastic
estates by laymen continued. In July 1252 the Bishop of
Monoikos near Smyrna granted the monastery of Amanario-
tissa to Constantine Monomachos, a member of a powerful
local family,*¢ and to his brother, the monk Chariton. The
monastery was falling down, and the brothers undertook its
restoration.*’ It was also possible to seek help from a more

43 See E. Herman, ‘Ricerche sulle istituzione monastiche bizantine: typika ktetor-
ika, caristicarii e monasteri “liberi”’’, OCP 6 (1940), 815—19; P. Charanis, ‘Monastic
Properties and the State’, DOP 4 (1948), 71-81; Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, pp. 17-19.

“See H. Glykaui-Ahrweiler, ‘La Politique agraire des empereurs de Nicée’, B
28 (1958), 57.

45 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 83, 1L 1-8.

6 See Ahrweiler, 'Smyrne’, p. 156.

47 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 262-8. Cf. ibid. IV, pp. 263-5. In this context it
should be noted that there survive two very interesting documents that were pro-
duced in a case heard by the Patriarch Arsenios in Nov. 1261. (ibid. 1, pp. 124-6;
Laurent, Regestes, Nos. 1881, 1858).

The first is dated May Indiction 18, the second February Indiction 10. They con-
cern the monastery of Kato Ptomaion on the island of Mitylene. According to the
first document, the monastery had been given for two lives to one Manuel Xeros

by the metropolitan of the island. In return, the former was to pay 20 nomismata

per annum—apparently the sum owed annually in taxes by the monastery. Half
of this sum was to be paid to the metropolitan and the other half to his son-in-law.
After Xeros's death this agreement was confirmed in the second document by his
son. These documents cannot be firmly dated to the thirteenth century; and since
the agreements no longer seemed to be in force in 1261, the likelihood is that they
should be dated to before 1204.
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powerful monastery, as the example 6f the monastery of St.
Panteleemon near Smyrna shows. The son of the monastery’s
founder, harassed by local men, turned for protection to the
monastery of Lemviotissa which had recently been refounded
by the Emperor John Vatatzes. It was agreed that the owner-
ship (despotikon dikaion)*® of the former’s estates should pass
to Lemviotissa, but spiritual jurisdiction (anaphora) was to
remain with the metropolitan of Smyrna.*

It seems that, at least in name, the institution of charistike
disappeared after 1204, but this does not mean that lay con-
trol of monastic properties was completely eradicated. In the
first place, the founder’s family retained, if not outright pos-
session, at least an interest in the property with which the
monastery had been endowed; and this interest could be
handed on. In the second place, a bishop valued the support
of the local landowning families. It was from these families
that many members of the bishop’s administration were re-
cruited and sometimes the bishop himself.5°

The loser would seem to be the emperor who with the dis-
appearance of charistike no longer had at his disposal an ex-
tremely convenient source of patronage. Some compensation
was perhaps to be found in another practice similar to charis-
tike which survived the fall of Constantinople. The emperor
might place an imperial monastery under the superintendence
of a guardian (epitropos, ephoros).’' In 1226 Michael Kadianos
was appointed epitropos of the monastery of Lemviotissa which
the Emperor John Vatazes was in the process of refounding.
He was to see to it that all its former properties were restored
to it.> Once the monastery had been formally restored by
the chrysobull of 1228, there is no further mention of
an epitropos. In 1273 the holder of the important chancery

b office of epi tou hanikleiou was appointed guardian of the
i monastery of St. John the Theologian on the island of
¢ Patmos by the emperor. He was responsible for protecting
| the monastery’s interests against local officials and landowners.

** Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 189, 1. 1.

4 Ibid., pp. 56-60.

% See below, p. 269.

$! See Sathas VI, p. 648, Il. 1-18: the formula of an imperial grant of an ephoria.
’?Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 86, pp. 145-6; Délger, Reg. 1718. Cf. Miklosich

i and Miiller IV, pp. 240-1; Dolger, Reg. 1714.
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His activities are limited to the single year of 1273. His
appointment appears to be connected with the death of the
abbot of the monastery in the previous year.*?

At first sight, the appointment of an epitropos seems to be
very close to a grant of charistike. The difference appears to
be that it was an appointment only made in exceptional cir-
cumstances and for a very brief period. A grant of charistike
was normally made for life.

Vacant sees might be a source of profit, if not for the
emperor, at least for his administration. This was the subject
of a chrysobull issued by John Vatatzes in December 1228.
It safeguarded the property of dead bishops from the rapa-
city of the provincial authorities.** Such property was to be
handed over to the safekeeping of the financial officer (oik-
onomos) of the church. Yet in 1260, when the Patriarch Nike-
phoros lay dying, the Emperor Michael Palaiologos was to
appoint an epitropos, responsible for the administration of the
patriarch’s private fortune. The man appointed was a monk
called Theodosios. He apparently came from the Villehar-
douin family and was a favourite of the emperor.’* This
seems to reveal another side to the appointment of an epi-
tropos. Though more restricted than a grant of charistike, it
still retained an element of patronage.

Despite both imperial and lay involvement in ecclesiastical
and monastic affairs, there is surprisingly’little evidence dur-
ing the period of exile of any conflict between imperial and
ecclesiastical jurisdictions or of competition for ecclesiastical
patronage. The reason for this was perhaps not that Church
and state were more rigidly separated then in western
Europe, but the very opposite; they were inextricably bound
together.

Because the Church was part of the fabric of the Byzantine
state, any conflict that set the Church against the imperial
government was likely to have the most serious consequences.
The long and bitter struggle between the Emperor Michael
Palaiologos and the partisans of the Patriarch Arsenios shows

M. G. Nystazopoulou, O énl vol xavixdelov xal 1} épopela tijc év ITdtug
uovig', in Zoupera, 1 (Baothixdv " Iépupa Epevviyv—Kévipov .Bu(avtwiv ' Epevviv),
Athens, 1966, pp. 76-94.

34 Zepos, Tus, 1, pp. 387-9; Dolger, Reg. 1720.

%% Pachymeres 1, pp. 126-7.
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this only too well. It completely divided the Empire.’¢ The
immediate cause of this conflict was the usurpation of
Michael Palaiologos, but increasing tension between the
emperor and the Church can be detected before this. The
annoyance felt by some of the clergy at John Vatatzes’s in-
sistence on a subservieht patriarch may be reflected at the
beginning of his son’s reign in Nikephoros Blemmydes’s re-
fusal to accept the patriarchal throne. This does not neces-
sarily mean that within the Church parties were beginning
to form along the traditional division between ‘Zealots’ and
‘Politicians’. Blemmydes’s autobiographies contain many
instances of the infighting that went on among the higher
clergy, but it seems to have been compounded of pique and
personal rivalry.$? '

Nikephoros Blemmydes was very suspicious of his former
pupil Theodore II Laskaris.*® His suspicions appear to have
been justified by Theodore’s exaggerated claims for the
imperial prerogative. He maintained, at least over the ques-
tion of the union of churches, that the emperor had a right
to decide issues which a General Council had failed to
resolve.’® This was an extreme interpretation of the emperor’s
powers as president of a council. It contrasts with the actions
of his father when presiding over a council held in 1234. The
question of the union of churches was being debated between
representatives of the Catholic and Orthodox Churches. John
Vatatzes put forward a possible solution that might bridge the
gap between the two sides. It was not acceptable; and he did
not try to impose it upon the council.® Theodore’s apparent
lack of respect for the Church and his insistence upon the
imperial prerogative were, ironically, to be exploited by
Michael Palaiologos in his bid for the crown. !

There is a final aspect of the origins of the Arsenite contro-
versy that must be considered, even though it did not contri-
bute directly to widening the gulf between the emperor and

% See 1. Sykoutres, ept 10 axfopa T@dv " Apoeviarey’, ‘EAMpvixd, 2 (1929), 267-332;
8 (1980), 1544.

5" See Blemmydes, pp. 6-16, esp. pp. 7-8.

*® See Theodore Laskaris, pp. 56ff., where Laskaris appears to be trying to justify
his rule to Blemmydes.

% Draeseke in BZ 1894, pp: 512-13.

¢ Norden, Das Papsttum und Byzanz, pp. 352-5. ¢ Pachymeres I, p. 98, 1l. 4-8.
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the Church. This is the question of the patriarchal admini-
stration. The patriarchs, no less than the emperors, were faced
with the task of rebuilding an administration. This seems to
have been completed during the reign of the Patriarch Ger-
manos II (1228—40) in such a way that direct patriarchal con-
trol over the organization of the Church was strengthened.
This was achieved by the greater use made of patriarchal
exarchs. Patriarchal authority might be formally delegated to
certain metropolitans, who were styled exarch,®? or the
patriarch might dispatch special representatives who investi-
gated questions of discipline and ecclesiastical organization,
but above all, as their title, ‘Exarch of the Patriarchal Rights’,
suggests, they were responsible for upholding patriarchal
interests.5 Their activities brought them into contact and
often into conflict, not with the imperial administration, but
with the episcopal. Their work was part of a patriarchal plan
aimed at regulating the respective rights and jurisdiction of
bishop and patriarch.

It may simply be an accident of survival that the sources
show increasing activity on the part of the patriarchal admin-
istration under Arsenios. This patriarch also issued a number
of documents confirming monasteries in possession of their
privileges and their property.®* Most come from the period
of Michael Palaiologos’s usurpation when the patriarch
must have represented the one stable authority in the state,
but there are earlier examples. It is interesting that the
monasteries are not only protected against the claims of
their local bishops, but also against the excess of imperial
officials.®*

The manner of the creation of the patriarchate at Nicaea
meant that the patriarchs were heavily dependent upon the
emperor. John Vatatzes was able to ensure that this state of
affairs continued: on the one hand, he was lavish in his bene-
factions to the Church; on the other, he kept a very tight

%2 Thus the metropolitan of Ephesos was the exarch of All Asia; that of Kyzikos
exarch of All the Hellespont; that of Sardis exarch of All Lydia; that of Nikomedia
exarch of All Bithynia.

¢ Miklosich and Miiller I, pp. 118-22 (Mar. 1256); ibid. I, pp. 122—4 (Nov. 1261);
ibid. IV, pp. 84-6 (July 1285); ibid. IV, pp. 858-7 (Oct. 1256).

4 Laurent, Regestes, Nos. 1330, 1888, 1337, 1346. -

%3 e.g. Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 855, 1l. 22-8; ibid. VI, pp. 198-5.
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control over appointments to the patriarchal office. Apart
from Nikephoros Blemmydes’s refusal to accept this office
at the beginning of his reign, Theodore II Laskaris appeared
to meet with littde opposition from the Church. But this calm
was deceptive. There was after all a serious contradiction
between the increasing effectiveness of the patriarchal admini-
stration and the exaggerated claims that Theodore II made
for imperial authority. Nikephoros Blemmydes’s refusal to
absolve the dying emperor® indicated that tension had been
mounting between the emperor and the Church. This contri-
buted to the crisis that followed the emperor’s death. In its
later stages it came to centre upon the question of the rela-
tions of patriarch and emperor, but its origins must be
sought in the precarious compromise that existed between
imperial authority and aristocratic privilege.

¢ Blemmydes, pp. 47-8.
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THE EMPEROR AND THE ARISTOCRACY

One of the chief problems that faced the emperors of Nicaea
was how to maintain central authority while at the same time
retaining the support of the aristocracy. It was a dilemma that
runs right through Byzantine history: how could an autocratic
system of government be reconciled with a social structure
increasingly dominated by an aristocracy? By the eleventh
century this problem had become acute and produced a
series of grave political crises. A more or less satisfactory solu-
tion was found by the emperors of the House of Komnenos.

The Komnenoi did not renounce any of the imperial pre-
rogatives, nor was government decentralized. If anything, it
was centralized still further, but at the same time they tried
to ensure that the interests of the aristocracy coincided with
those of the imperial government. Great emphasis was placed
on the role of the imperial family. The most influential fami-
lies were bound to the imperial dynasty by the ties of blood
and marriage. A man’s place in the court hierarchy came to
depend upon the closeness of his relationship to the
emperor. Members of the great families could normally
expect to be rewarded with the highest dignities. They also
received grants of land and immunities for their estates from
the. emperor. There was another side to this apparently
generous policy: these grants were often conditional and
sometimes for a single life only; they were carefully super-
vised by the imperial administration. The merits of this sys-
tem were that the place of the aristocracy in government was
recognized, while their landed property came under increas-
ingly close imperial supervision.

The balance that the Komnenoi were able to preserve
between central authority and aristocratic pretensions was
always a precarious one. By the end of Manuel I Komnenos’s
reign it had been undermined by the great strain that his for-
eign policy placed upon the Empire and it was then des-
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troyed by, Andronikos I Komnenos’s attempt to eradicate the
power of the aristocracy. The emperors of the house of
Angelos rose on aristocratic dislike of strong government;
and they were in no position to check the renewed usurpation
of imperial authority in the provinces.

The conquest of Constantindple by the soldiers of the fourth
crusade intensified the anarchy which already existed in the
provinces. We have seen that one of the most urgent tasks
facing Theodore I Laskaris was to put an end to the disorder
in western Asia Minor. And this meant above all coming to
some sort of compromise with the local magnates.

Theodore Laskaris used force against his chief rivals, David
Komnenos of Paphlagonia and Manuel Mavrozomes, the
father-in-law of the Seljuq sultan, but this was only possible
because he had compromised with his lesser rivals. By the
spring of 1205 Theodore Mangaphas who had seized Phila-
delphia was co-operating with Theodore’s brother Constan-
tine against the Latins.! Savvas Asidenos was another local
magnate who had seized power in the aftermath of the fall
of the City. From the town of Sampson (the ancient Priene)?
he controlled the lower Maiander valley. He is found later
in Theodore’s reign still in possession of Sampson and exert-
ing considerable influence in local government. He had mar-
ried into the imperial family and had been honoured with
the high court tte of sevastokrator which was normally

‘reserved at that time for the brothers of the reigning
emperor.’ Theodore also conferred the same dignity upon
Nikephoros Kontostephanos. Before 1204 his family had
possessed extensive estates along the Maiander valley. He too
exercised considerable authority in the government of that
region.* These two examples suggest that to win the support

! Nicetas Choniates, pp. 798-9; Acropolites I, p. 12, 1l. 10-11.

?See W. Tomaschek, ‘Zur historischen Topographie von Kleinasien im Mittelalter’,
Sitzungsberichte der kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien, philos.-hist. Classe,
124 (1891), Abh. 8, p. 35; G. de Jerphanion, ‘TAMYQN et’AMIZOZ. Une ville
a déplacer de neuf cent kilomeétres’, OCP 1 (1985), 257-67.

*SP. Lampros, ‘Avéxdota é&yypapa tiic poviic Enpoywpaptov i ‘lepag’, NH 11
(1914), 402-3; N. Wilson and J. Darrouzes, ‘Restes du cartulaire de Hiera-Xerochora-
phion’, REB 26 (1968), 14-15; Délger, Reg. 1688; P. Orgels, ‘Sabas Asidénos,
dynaste de Sampson’, B 10 (1935), 67-80.

*Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 291, 1. 8-18; Dolger, Reg. 1694-5; Tafel and
Thomas I, p. 479, 1l. 8—4.
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of the local magnates, Theodore Laskaris confirmed them in
possession of their estates, accepted their influence in local
government, and in some cases was even prepared to work
through them. Their loyalty was further ensured by the grant
of high court titles.

To balance the power of these magnates, Theodore turned
to his immediate family. Important military commands were
given to his brothers.®* An uncle, Theodotos Phokas, was
given the office of Grand Duke and made governor of the
district of Palatia (the ancient Miletos).® In the early part of
Theodore’s reign his wife’s uncle, Basil Kamateros, was the
most powerful man at the Nicaean court.’

Not all the great Constantinopolitan families who fled to
Nicaea can have been as fortunate as the Kontostephanoi who
already possessed great estates in Asia Minor. They must have
been heavily dependent upon Theodore Laskaris’s well-
known generosity.® Imperial service provided a means of re-
storing a family’s fortunes.” Their loyalty to the throne might
be further swengthened by the ties of marriage. Theodore
chose as his son-in-law Constantine Palaiologos who came
from a family already distinguished before 1204. We have
already seen how he was given the title of despot and desig-
nated Theodore’s heir apparent. Another son-in-law,
Theodore’s eventual successor, John Doukas Vatatzes, came
from a family that was already beginning to make its mark
in the last decades of the twelfth century.'®

John Vatatzes encountered difficulties in his relations with
the aristocracy both at the beginning and at the end of his

* Acropolites I, p. 29, 1. 3; Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp- 3540, 217, 1. 24.

¢ Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 158-6. For the site of Palatia, see Tomaschek,
“Topographie’, p. 86.

"Michael Choniates 1I, pp. 257-61; E. Miller, Recueil des Historiens des Croisades.
Historiens Grecs II, Paris, 1881, pp- 664=5. See Polemis, The Doukai, No. 100, p. 130.

¥ Sathas 1, p. 115, Il. 2—4; Acropolites I, p- 82, Il 8-5; Scutariotes, p. 282, Il.
14-21.

?e.g. Demetrios Tornikes became Theodore I Laskaris’s chief minister towards
the end of his reign. This ushered in a new period of prosperity in the family's
long history: see G. Schmalzbauer, ‘Die Torkikioi in der Palaiologenzeit’, JOB 18
(1969), 115-85.

19 See Polemis, The Doukai, pp. 106-8.
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reign. Nevertheless, he was able to maintain the balance of
interests which his father-in-law had established between
emperor and aristocracy. This balance of interests was based
on material considerations, but it was also connected with
the traditional veneration for the imperial office which lay
at the heart of the ceremonial of the imperial court.

Theodore I Laskaris established his court in the city of
Nicaea, but his successor John Vatatzes moved the imperial
residence to Nymphaion near the city of Smyrna.!' As far as
can be judged, the emperors of Nicaea preserved the court
ceremonial much as it had existed before 1204 at Constan-
tinople,” within the limits dictated by the smaller size and
less permanent nature of their court. The great festivals
of the year were frequently celebrated away from the
imperial palace because of the pressures of the campaigning
season.'?

For the purposes of court ceremonial the members of the
court were arranged in a hierarchy. Between the tenth and
the fourteenth centuries the hierarchy of the Byzantine court
was completely transformed. In the tenth century there
existed two sharply distinguished hierarchies: there was a
hierarchy of office and a hierarchy of rank. It was rank that
bestowed nobility and precedence at court upon its holder.
Normally, a man would hold a rank corresponding to the
importance of his office.!® By the middle of the fourteenth
century there was no longer any sharp division between rank
and office, but only a single hierarchy in which the titles of
both were included.'*

There is enough evidence to suggest that the final stages
of this transformation were accomplished under the em-
perors of Nicaea. Under the Komnenoi precedence at court
depended in the first place on a man’s degree of kinship

! Blemmydes, p. 7, ll. 6-7; Andreeva, Oterki, pp. 22-8; S. Eyice, ‘Le Palais byzan-
tin de Nymphaion prés d'Izmir’, AAten des XI. Internationalen Byrantinisten-Kongresses,
Munich, 1958, pp. 150-8.

!2 Heisenberg, ‘Palaiologenzeit’, pp. 82-97; Andreeva, Ocerki, pp. 55-80.

3 Bury, The Imperial Administrative System in the ninth century, London, 1911, pp.
20-8, 86-9, 120-1; R. Guilland, ‘Etudes sur I’histoire administrative de Byzance.
Observations sur le Clétorologe de Philothée’, REB 20 (1962), 156~70.

!4 Pseudo-Kodinos, pp. 183-40; R. Guilland, ‘Observations sur la liste des digni-
taires du Pseudo-Codinos’, REB 12 (1954), 58—68.
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to the emperor and, failing that, on rank.'* Both of these
retained some importance at the Nicaean court. A man’s
relationship to the emperor, however distant, formed part of
his official title, while an office holder normally held a rank
or received an honorific appellation as well. As a mark of
special distinction, the Emperor John Vatatzes bestowed
upon his chief minister, Demetrios Tornikes, the honorific
title of ‘Brother of the Emperor’. This appears to have placed
him at or near the head of the Nicaean hierarchy.!¢ But these
are only vestiges of an older hierarchical systemn. As the fol-
lowing lists show, the upper ranks of the Byzantine court hier-
archy during the period of exile were very close«to those of the
mid-fourteenth century:

¢. 122617 125918 c. 135019
Despot Despot Despot
Sevastokrator Sevastokrator Sevastokrator
Grand Domestic Caesar Caesar
Protovestiarios Grand Duke Grand Domestic
Protovestiarios Panhypersevastos
Grand Domestic Protovestiarios

Grand Stratopedarch Grand Duke

Protostrator Protostrator
Grand Primikerios Grand Stratopedarch
Protosevastos Grand Primikerios

Protosevastos

This change in the nature of the court hierarchy took place
over a period of time that saw the formation for the first time
at Byzantium of a hereditary aristocracy. Does this change
therefore mirror the aristocracy’s struggle to win for itself a
definite place in the government of the Empire? It is an
obvious question, but there is no clear answer. On the one
hand, it does appear to reflect a change in the nature of
government and of the relations between the emperor and the

'* Nicetas Choniates, Thesaurus Orthodoxae Fidei, in Migne, P.G. 140, pp. 177-80,
286~7, 252-8; L. Petit, ‘Documents inédits sur le concile de 1166 et ses derniers
adversaires’, VYV 11 (1904), 490-1.

1¢ Acropolites I, p. 66, 1l. 14-16, p. 90, 1. 22-3; Pachymeres 1, p. 64, lL. 15-17;
Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 41, Il. 19-20, p. 99, IL. 17-19, p. 147, IL. 10-11.

17 Acropolites I, p. 34, Il. 5-8.

'® Pachymeres I, pp. 108-9.
1% Pseudo-Kodinos, pp. 183-7.

THE EMPEROR AND THE ARISTOCRACY 65

aristocracy as an order of society. The distinction made
between rank and office had allowed the emperors of Byzan-
tium to keep separate the ritual of the court and the admini-
stration. This provided a means of excluding the aristocracy
from.central government, but this became more difficult once
the two hierarchies coalestced. Rank now almost of right
brought with it real authority within the central government.

On the other hand, the transformation of the court hier-
archy only reflected the simplification of the ceremonial which
had begun before 1204- when the Emperor Manuel I Kom-
nenos moved his residence from the Great Palace to the
smaller palace of the Vlachernai.?® It could be argued that
no appreciable change had taken place at an individual level
between the emperor and the members of the aristocracy.
They owed their office and their rank to the emperor; they
were the emperor’s servants. The emperor, in other words,
continued to control patronage and the conferment of status.
This was one of his great strengths and helps to explain why
it was that the aristocracy as an order always held faithfully
to the Byzantine imperial idea.

The bonds uniting emperor and aristocracy at Byzantium
were a mixture of personal loyalty, tradition, and self-interest.
The emperor granted offices and rank; he controlled the
grants of land and revenues upon which the aristocracy were
so dependent. The loyalty of the aristocracy was further
ensured by the use of oath. Every office holder or member
of the imperial court was required to take an oath of alle-
giance to the emperor. The historians George Akropolites
and George Pachymeres both describe it as an oath of servi-
tude (Gpxoc bovdeiag).?' This suggests that the formula, ‘Servant
of our most mighty and holy Lord and Emperor’ (6 600dog
100 Kpartawod kal dyfov Hudv AvBevrod xai Baoiléwg), with
which all dignitaries and officials from the highest to the
lowest signed themselves, indicated a man who had sworn
allegiance to the emperor. This oath was taken on the assump-
tion of office and was renewed on the accession of each new

2 Nicetas Choniates, p. 269, Il. 1-11, p. 851, ll. 11-14; R. Janin, Constantinople
byzantine: développement urbain et répertoire topographique (Archives de I'Orient chirétien
4), Paris, 1950, pp. 126-7.

2 Acropolites I, pp. 24-5; Pachymeres I, p. 96, 1l. 4-6.
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emperor.?? An official or a dignitary of the imperial court
whose loyalty was in doubt might be compelled to renew his
oath of allegiance to the emperor. Michael Palaiologos was
forced to do so both after his inconclusive trial for treason
and after his return in 1257 from exile among the Seljugs.?

As we have seen, the oath of allegiance had an important
role to play in relations between the emperors of Nicaea and
the various Epirot rulers as well as in those of emperor and
aristocracy, but it was no new departure in the history of
Byzantium. Its origins go back to the late Roman period.
Possibly, as has been argued,* it received greater emphasis
in the later Byzantine period. It must of course be stressed
that it does not contain those reciprocal undertakings of lord
and vassal that are so characteristic of the oath of allegiance
in medieval Europe. It merely binds the taker in loyalty to
the emperor. It imposes no specific obligations upon the
emperor.?’

The aristocracy might be bound in another slightly less for-
mal way to the emperor. They were often married into the
imperial family, which brought with it considerable prestige.
It seems that the emperors of Nicaea exercised a right to
arrange the marriages of the aristocracy. John Vatatzes was
even able to set aside the prohibited degrees.?¢ It was a useful
means of rewarding the services of ministers, generals, or
favourites, or it could be used to bind a man whose loyalty
was suspect more closely to the emperor. After his trial
on a charge of treason Michael Palaiologos was not only
compelled to renew his oath of allegiance to the Emperor
John Vatatzes. He was also married into the imperial family.
The emperor first contemplated a marriage between his eldest
grand-daughter Theodora and Palaiologos. He changed his
mind and, instead, gave him as a bride one of his great-nieces
who was also called Theodora.?’

22 pachymeres I, pp. 53—4; Cantacuzenus I, p. 16, ll. 8-18 Cf. To Xpovixov tod
Mopéwg, ed. P. P. Kalonaros, Athens, 1940, 1l. 1287-3.

3 Acropolites I, p. 101, 1. 3-5, p. 144, Il. 20-8; Pachymeres I, p. 21, Il. 7-11.

24 See N. G. Svoronos, ‘Le Serment de fidélité a 'empereur byzantin et sa signifi-
cation constitutionelle’, REB 9 (1951), 106—42.

2% See Sathas VI, pp. 6528, where the formula of the Byzantine oath of allegiance
is preserved.-

26 Acropolites 1, p. 100, 1. 5-14.

#7 Ibid., pp. 100-1.
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We have so far been largely concernied with the formal rela-
tion$ existing between the emperor and the aristocracy. Their
framework was provided by the protocol of the imperial court.
A member of the aristocracy as the holder of a court rank or
of an office was the emperor’s servant and subject to his will.
There is no need to minimize the power that this gave the
emperor in his dealings with individual members of the aristo-
cracy. -On the other hand, the aristocracy was beginning to
form a definite order of society. Naturally, the emperor’s rela-
tions with the aristocracy-as a body tended to modify his rela-
tions *With the aristocracy as individuals. For instance, after
Michael Palaiologos had been acquitted on a charge of treason,
he still remained under suspicion, but John Vatatzes dared
not proceed any further against him, because of the prestige
and influence of his family.?®

Arjstocracy is of course an extremely loose term. An ex-
amination of the terminology employed in our sources may
perhaps give us a more precise idea of its meaning in a
Byzantine context. The terminology is mostly borrowed from
classical usage. Despite this, it defines the members of the
upper ranks of society in relation to their position in the
imperial court and administration. Since these were the yard-
sticks of status, it does allow us a fairly clear idea of the
social divisions among the upper ranks of society. George
Akropolites is normally content to contrast the chief magis-
trates and the military (e.g. of 7@y év téler and oi @V oTPATIO-
kv tayudrov).?® It is a distinction that is also drawn by
other contemporaries, such as Nikephoros Blemmydes*
and George Pachymeres.’! On two occasions, the latter pro-
vides us with a much more precise analysis of the upper ranks
of Nicaean society. They are divided on the first occasion
into senators, members of the imperial family, archontes, and
the military (6oov fjv 10 tijc yepovolac xai oov Tob BaagiAelov
yevouc 6oov Te TOY dpyovTwy Kai 6aov THC ITPATIVTIKAG TASEWG),
and on the second into senators, chief magistrates, and

2 Ibid., p. 100, Il. 17-20.

» Ibid., p. 99, Il 14-15, p. 105, Il. 1-2, p. 109, 1L 8-11, p. 156, 1. 19-21, p. 159,
It 18-14.

3 Blemmydes, p. 43, 1l. 9-10, p. 49, Il. 14-15.

3t Pachymeres I, p. 105, 1. 20.
2 1bid., p. 41, 1L 5-7.
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blood relatives of the emperor (10 6¢ ye tiic yepovatac kal
doov v Taw év tédetkaitd Paoiei mpoc aiuaroc).? These divi-
sions echo those made by the Patriarch Michael Autoreianos
in a synodal letter issued soon after Theodore I Laskaris’s
coronation. He noted that members of the imperial family,
the magnates and the remaining archontes, all the civil and
military, together with the inhabitants of the cities and pro-
vinces of the Empire, had already taken an oath of allegiance
to the Emperor Theodore I Laskaris and his son Nicholas.**

All three lists agree that the imperial family enjoyed a dis-
tinct position in the state. We have already seen how heavily
Theodore I Laskaris relied upon his immediate family. His
successor John Vatatzes does not appear to have allowed his
brothers any prominent position in government, but one of
them, Isaac Doukas, held the rank of sevastokrator’s which was
traditionally accorded to the brothers of the reigning
emperor and which placed them second in the court hier-
archy.’¢ On the other hand, the lists show some confusion in
the use of the terms, ‘magnates’ (megistanes), ‘chief magis-
trates’ (of v év téler), and ‘archontes’. Were they simply inter-
changeable? ‘Magnates’ is a term that George Pachymeres
uses frequently to describe the holders of the highest ranks
of the hierarchy; his use of it seems to be equivalent to George
Akropolites’s use of the term ‘chief magistrates’. Both are dis-
tinguished from the ‘archontes’.*”

By the beginning of the reign of Andronikos II Palaiologos
(1282-1328) magnates were marked off from other notables
of the Byzantine court by their special golden-red head-
dress.?® They were also distinguished by the nobility of their
birth. Their families are usually described as being ‘noble’
(eugeneis). The association of noble birth and the holding of
high court rank can be seen in George Akropolites’s descrip-

3 Pachymeres I, pp. 185-6.

* Oikonomidés in REB 1967, p. 123, ll. 8~11, i.e. Toic xa8 alua mpoowreiwuévous
¢ kpataid xal ayle Hudv Pagilel, eita robg pepordvac xal Aoirods dpyovrag, xal
énl todtoig, 10 moMTkGy Te dnav xal Td orpaTiwTIXOY KAl TOUC Xatd THY pwuaixiy
[riv] 8¢ émxpdreiay rav re nédewv kat ywpdv dixjropac.

3% Acropolites 1, p. 101.

% Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 183, pp. 12-22; Bréhier, Institutions, pp. 138—40.

*7 Acropolites I, p. 188, 1l. 12-14.

*® Pachymeres 11, p. 59, Il. 10-12.
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tion of certain members of the Nicaean”aristocracy as ‘nobles
and of the first rank’ (edyeveic kal tij¢ mpdTne . . . T6lewc).>®

The magnates or chief magistrates were simply the most
prominent representatives of the hereditary aristocracy that
had come into being at Byzantium in the course of the
eleventh century. By the end of the period of exile they had
emerged as a tightly knit group restricted to about twenty
families. It was these that disputed among themselves the
regency after the murder of George Mouzalon. George
Pachymeres gives the following list:4

Tzamantouroi or Laskarids
Tornikioi
Strategopouloi
Raoul
Palaiologoi
Vatatzai

Philai
Kavallarioi
Nestongoi
Kamytzai
Aprenoi

Angeloi
Livadarioi
Tarchaneiotai
Philanthropenoi
Kantakouzenoi

This is not quite a complete list of the noble families of the
Nicaean Empire. The Petraliphas, Vranas, and Synadenoi
families should be added. Pachymeres in fact closes his list
with the words: ‘and as many others as possess a golden
ancestry’.#! The very phrasing emphasizes the exclusiveness of
the Byzantine nobility.

They were allied by marriage both among themselves and
to the ruling dynasty. They took great pride in their descent
from the earlier imperial houses of Doukai, Komnenoi, and
Angeloi. Marriage with non-noble families was frowned on,

¥ Acropolites I, p. 154, 11, 25-6.
0 Pachymeres I, pp. 64-5.
“Ibid., p. 65, 1. 11-12: xat door dMar oic i} ueyaloyeviis oeipd kal xpuoi

OUYKEKPOTINTO.
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but certainly not unknown. They set great store by their ances-
try and the deeds of their forbears which they held up as
an example to be emulated. They were great landowners. A
family that was noble was expected to be self-sufficient
(autarkes). The two ideas went together.*? It was assumed that
the emperor would grant members of these noble families
lands and revenues and that they would hold the chief posi-
tions at court, even that some of the great offices of state (axio-
mata) would be hereditary in a particular family.** Nobility
naturally brought with it certain obligations, since the ordi-
nary people were supposed to be guided by their example.**
The Byzantine nobility never became a closed caste. There
was always some movement of new families into their ranks,
while some noble families disappeared; and, of course,
within the nobility there were gradations. Some noble fami-
lies were much more prominent, wealthy, and influential than
others. It was these that provided the nucleus of the nobility.
Families, such as the Tornikioi, Raoul, and Palaiologoi,
which were among the most prominent at the Nicaean court,
could boast men who had distinguished themselves at the
court of the Komnenoi and had played an important politi-
cal role under the Angeloi.** The majority of the Nicaean
nobility could trace their ancestry back to the late eleventh
century and some even earlier. But other families, the Philai,
Philanthropenoi, and the Kavallarioi, for instance, seem only
to have joined the ranks of the nobility under the emperors of
Nicaea. It is a very great pity that absolutely nothing is
known of their origins. They replaced families that had died
out. The Kamateroi provide a good example. Before 1204
they were one of the most powerful Byzantine families.*¢ We
have already seen how much the creation of the Nicaean
Empire owed to Basil Kamateros, the uncle of Theodore Las-

42 One of the qualifications that Michael Palaiologos was thought to possess for
the regency was: kal ol éx malaiod avrdpres elvar 10 evyevég. (Pachymeres I, p. 66,
1. 16. Cf. ibid., p. 82, L. 20.)

43 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 345, 1l. 29-31.

44 Gregoras 1, pp. 43—4. Cf. Acropolites I, p. 97, pp. 7-14.

45 See Nicetas Choniates, p. 593, 1. 15-18.

46 See V. Laurent, ‘Un Sceau inédit du protonotaire Basile Kamateros’, B 6 (1981),
258-72; G. Staduniiller, ‘Zur Geschichte der Familie Kamateros’, BZ 84 (1934), 852—
8; Polemis, The Doukai, pp. 125-88.
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karis’s empress, but, as Michael Choniates lamented, he was
the only one of his ‘Golden Race’ to have survived the fall
of Constantinople.” After his death the Kamateroi simply
disappear. The Kontostephanoi were another family that had
distinguished itself during the twelfth century. As we have
seen, they had estates in Asia- Minor and possessed great
influence in the Maiander valley during the reign of Theodore
I Laskaris. Theodore Kontostephanos held the high rank of
protosevastos*® at the court of John Vatatzes, but after his death
the family seems to disappear.

The members of the great noble families almost never held
routine administrative functions. They enjoyed almost as of
right the highest ranks of the court hierarchy which consisted
of court dignities, military offices, and household offices.
Below these came the administrative offices, such as those of
the various logothetes, together with the less important
household offices and military posts. The holders of these
positions were called archontes.

Strictly speaking, archon meant little more than the holder
of an imperial commission. There were also provincial
archontes, local landowners who played an important part in
local government and military organization. They were some-
times described as ‘thematic archontes’.#® The term archontes
was therefore applied to a very broad social grouping, rang-
ing from members of the imperial court to quite modestland-
owners. At the head of this group, and distinguished from
it, were the chief bureaucrats®® who formed a noblesse de robe.
They were a less well-defined body than the upper nobility,
since education and ability were as much a qualification for
high administrative office as birth. None the less, family con-
nections and a tradition of service all counted for a great
deal when it came to an administrative career. It is not at all

41 Michael Choniates II, p. 257, 1l. 10~11. The mother of the future Patriarch
Arsenios came from the Kamateros family (Scutariotes, p. 290, 1. 1-4).

8 Acropolites I, p. 66, Il. 21-2, p. 87, 1. 17-19. '

4 Michael Choniates II, p. 277, 1. 2, p. 278, 1. 10-12, p. 280, 1. 1-2. One Chal-
koutzes is described as ta mpdra v T@V éxeioe li.e. Euboeal feuarixav xal
KINuUatik@v apydvrwv.

%0 Acropolites 1, p. 188, Il. 18-14. Michael VIII Palaiologos was accompanied on
his triumphal entrance into Constantinople in 1261 by zdv év 1éler ndvrec xal T@v
dpydvrwv of mpéxpiror.
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surprising that members of the Hagiotheodorites,*! Alyates,*?
Mesopotamites,** and Balsamon®* families should have been
just as prominently represented in the Nicaean admini-
stration, as they had been in that of the twelfth century.

There was no clear-cut line dividing the administrative
aristocracy from the upper nobility. George Akropolites, who
had a very distinguished career in the Nicaean admini-
stration, married into a noble family connected with the
Palaiologoi.** Nikephoros Alyates, who was promoted to the
important chancery post of epi tou kanikleiou at the beginning
of Theodore II Laskaris’s reign is included at the foot of a
list of men whom George Akropolites considered to be
‘noble and of the first rank’.*¢ There is no real sign that the
period of exile saw a resurrection of that enmity which in
the eleventh century divided the civil aristocracy from the
military aristocracy.

At that time the senate and the senatorial order’” were the
preserve of the civil aristocracy. They were to lose much of
their political influence with the accession of Alexios I Kom-
nenos {1081-1118), but the senate continued to be dominated
by bureaucrats. The presidency still brought with it consider-
able prestige.*® After the recovery of Constantinople the
senate had little but formal importance, but the senators or
senatorial archontes, as they were called, were men who exer-
* cised considerable influence in the affairs of state. They were
sent on important embassies ;> they acted as assessors in cases
that came before the patriarchal synod ;*° they assisted along-

' A member of this family was logothete of the flocks and was then promoted
in 1259 to logothete ton oikeiakon (Pachymeres I, p. 109, 1. 21-2).

%2 See below, n. 56 and pp. 165—4.

*? Joseph Mesopotamites was a secretary of John Vatatzes (Acropolites I, p. 91,
1l. 2-5).

34 A member of this family was a secretary of Theodore II Laskaris (Theodore
Lascaris, pp. 159-61).

%% Acropolites I, p. 164, ll. 15-21. Cf. Pachymeres I, p. 109-10, 495-6.

 Acropolites 1, pp. 154-5.

%7 On the senate, see A. A. Christophilopoulou, “H odyxAnro €l 10 Bu{avtwov
Kpdrog’, "Enetnpic| tob Apyeiov tijc “Ioroplac 100 "EMpvikod Awcafov, 7 (1949), fasc.
2; L.-P. Raybaud, Le Gouvernement et l'administration centrale de I'Empire byzantin sous
les premiers Paléologues (1258—1854), Paris, 1968, pp. 112-39; H.-G. Beck, ‘Senat
und Volk von Konstantinopel. Probleme der byzantinischen Verfassungsgeschichte’,
Sitzungsberichte der bayer. Akad. der Wiss., philos. hist. K1., 1966, heft 6, esp. pp. 63-75.

%% Nicetas Choniates, p. 749, Il. 4-7.

 Pachymeres I, p. 384, II. 15-17. ¢ Ibid., pp. 876-7.
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side members of the imperial household in the judgements
given by the imperial tribunal (sekreton).5! In Michael VIII
Palaiologos’s reign the senators all appear to have been the
holders of high administrative office.é* Promotion to senator-
ial rank may indeed have automatically accompanied a man’s
appointment to such an office.5?

It therefore seems that after 1261 the civil aristocracy came
to be identified with the senatorial archontes and that the for-
mal qualification for entry into their ranks was the holding
of office. It may be that this was already the case before the
recovery of the City, for we have seen how the civil aristocracy
formed a distinct group. Its members must have been identi-
cal with the senators who were singled out by George
Pachymeres as forming an order among the upper ranks of
society.

Virtually no evidence has survived that will illuminate the
history of the senate and senators during the period of exile.
In his history George Akropolites scrupulously avoids using
the term °‘senate’. On the other hand, he did address his
funeral oration over the Emperor John Vatatzes to the
senate ;% and there are other stray references to the senate
at Nicaea.%® Theodore I Laskaris is said to have re-established
it at Nicaea parallel to the ecclesiastical hierarchy.®® Together
with the army it was responsible for trying Alexios III Angelos,
who had fallen into the hands of Theodore I Laskaris after the
batte of Antioch (1211).

It is to be supposed that ‘senate’ was simply used as
another term for the imperial court, as was the case in the

61 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, 276-8.

$2e.g. George Akropolites—Grand Logothete (Pachymeres I, p. 3877, Il. 8-9,
p- 384, Il 15-16); Demetrios Jatropoulos—Ilogothete fon oikeiakon (ibid., p. 377,
1. 10); Panaretos—prokathemenos tou vestiariou (ibid., p. 884, 1l. 16-17); Verroiotes—
megas diermeneutes (ibid., p. 884, 1. 17), Theodore Skoutariotes—dikaiophylax (Miklosich
and Miiller V, pp. 246-8).

3 Miklosich and Miiller V, pp. 246-8.

8 Acropolites II, p. 14, L. 1.

¢ There is a single reference to the senatorial order (synkletikos). In a document
issued in Oct. 1256 for the monastery of Makrinitissa in Thessaly by the Patriarch
Arsenios, the Patriarch protected the monastery from the interference of members
of the clergy, officials, synkletikoi, and private individuals (Miklosich and Miiller 1V,
p. 855, 1L 21-2). .

86 Scutariotes, p. 282, 1. 10. Cf. Heisenberg in BZ 1905, p. 214, 1l. 3—4.

7 Scutariotes, p. 278, 1l. 6-10.




e

74 POLITICS AND THE CONSTITUTION

mid-fourteenth century.®® It seems likely that it was applied
to the Nicaean court, when it met as the highest tribunal of
the Empire or as an imperial council.®® The simplification
of the machinery of government after the fall of Constan-
tinople meant that the consultative and judicial aspects of the
imperial court became as important as its ceremonial. It pro-

vided a setting in which the aristocracy as an order could.

be associated in some of the decisions of government.

It might be thought that at last the aristocracy were begin-
ning to win for themselves constitutional powers, but this is
deceptive. The traditional concept of the imperial office was
too deeply ingrained to allow any limitations upon the
emperor’s absolute authority. It was a problem that at
another level attracted the attention of the Emperor Theo-
dore II Laskaris. He wanted to find a theoretical basis to
reconcile absolute imperial authority and the natural aspira-
tions of the aristocracy. He suggested that, in return for
complete loyalty and obedience, a subject might expect his
sovereign’s friendship; and from this all the benefits he
desired were likely to spring.”®

It has been urged that Theodore’s concept of the relations
between emperor and subject comes very close to the feudal
contract between lord and vassal and that, consequently, it
marks a stage further in the ‘feudalization’ of the Byzantine
Empire.” On the face of it, there seems to be little to support
this view. Theodore Laskaris was after all very conscious of
his imperial prerogatives. The most that can be said is that
he was aware of the problem of the emperor’s obligations
to his servants. Though disguised by the idea of friendship,
relations between the emperor and the aristocracy still
depended upon the imperial will. It remained a very one-
sided contract.

Ironically, Theodore’s reign witnessed a very bitter conflict
between the emperor and members of the aristocracy. The

¢ Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 130, ll. 15-16.

 A. Dmitrievskij, Opisanie liturgiteskikh rukopisej, 1. 1, Kiev, 1895, p. 790, ll. 29-85.
Cf. Pachymeres II, p. 610, 1l. 7-8. See below, pp. 856, 153.

" E. Lappa-Zizicas, ‘Un Traité inédit de Théodore II Lascaris’, Actes du Vle Congrés
International d’Etudes Byzantines, 1. Paris, 1948, pp- 119-26.

" N. Svoronos, ‘Le Serment de fidélité 3 'empereur byzantin et sa signification
constitutionelle’, ibid., pp. 195-6.
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roots of this quarrel go back to his father’s reign. In one
important respect, the arbitrary authority of the emperor
increased. It seems to have been during the period of exile that
the ordeal was introduced into Byzantine judicial proce-
dure.” It was employed in cases of high treason and could
only be used at the express order of the emperor.” John
Vatatzes resorted to its use at Michael Palaiologos’s trial for
treason.” His son employed the ordeal by hot iron to try
cases involving men suspected of trying to harm the emperor
by sorcery.” Its use was not only resented by the aristocracy,
but by all ranks of society. It was considered to be contrary
to Byzantine traditions of justice and ecclesiastical practice.”
It was abolished by Michael Palaiologos as soon as he
became emperor.”

The ordeal was an irksome innovation that aggravated the
aristocracy. It did not undermine their privileged position
within the state. The use of imperial patronage to promote
men of humble origin to the highest offices of state did do
so. Imperial service was always at Byzantium the main chan-
nel of social mobility. It remained, especially in its lower
reaches, a career open to talents. John Vatatzes welcomed
foreigners into Nicaean service;™ and not all of his officers
came from the upper ranks of society.” The career of Con-
stantine Margarites is a case in point. He came of peasant
stock and began his career by serving in the army of his
native theme of Neokastra. He attracted the attention of John
Vatatzes who took him into his own service and promoted
him to, the office of Grand Tzaousios. This was one of the
lesser household offices and brought with it responsibility for
maintaining proper order in the court ceremonies.®® His

. career continued to prosper under Theddore II Laskaris. He

" See J. B. Pitra, Analecta sacra et classica spicilegio Solesmensi parata, VII, Paris, 1891‘,
No. 127, cols. 525-8.

3 Acropolites I, p. 99, 1l. 8-9.

" Ibid., pp. 92-100.

s Pachymeres I, pp. 32-3.

" Acropolites I, p. 98, 1. 4-9; Pachymeres I, p. 33, Il. 8-6.

" Pachymeres I, p. 92, ll. 14-17.

" Pachymeres II, p. 546, Il. 18-14; Acropolites I, p. 59; Wilson & Darrouzes in

REB 26 (1968) 20, 1. 4.

™ ¢.g. the mystikos John Mouzalon (Acropolites I, p. 67, 11. 6-9).
% Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 182, 1l. 18-21.
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was made commander of the household troops and the new
office of Grand Archon was created for him.?' He was for a
time among the emperor’s close advisers®? and received joint-
command of the Nicaean forces in Thrace. The office of Grand
Archon did not place him very high in the court hierarchy.
It only comes thirty-fifth in the list of the Pseudo-Kodinos.®
But the advancement of a man of lowly birth to relatively
high office and into the emperor’s confidence caused some
resentment among the aristocracy. George Akropolites, who
married into the upper ranks of the nobility, reflects aristo-
cratic feeling when he pours scorn on Margarites’s rustic
manners and speech.?

Theodore II Laskaris embarked upon a deliberate policy
of advancing commoners to the chief offices of state. It was
partly a matter of temperament. He was happier in the com-
pany of a cultivated circle of friends, some of whom had been
his childhood companions (paidopoula). He clearly disliked
what he considered the philistinism prevalent among a sec-
tion of the young men at his father’s court.® His opponents
at court seem to have been lead by Theodore Philes with
whom he had quarrelled bitterly even before he came to the
throne.? Judging by his later actions, his enemies were the
young commanders, such as Michael Palaiologos and Alexios
Strategopoulos, who distinguished themselves campaigning
in Europe with John Vatatzes, while Theodore was left behind
as viceroy in Asia Minor.

It is also true, as the historian George Pachymeres empha-
sizes, that Theodore intended to find the men most capable of
filling the great offices of state.®” He was at the same time
completely unsympathetic to aristocratic aspirations and
showed a complete lack of tact in his dealings with the aris-
tocracy.

As soon as he became emperor, he raised his childhood
friend George Mouzalon to the office of Grand Domestic

8 Acropolites I, pp. 122-3.

2 Ibid., p. 122, II. 1-10.

8 Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 188, 1. 16.

8 Acropolites I, p. 128, Il. 6-7.

& Andreeva, Oéerki, pp. 147-9, 160-70.
% Ibid., pp. 102, 158-9.

# Pachymeres I, pp. 37-8.
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which brought with it command of the army. He did not
come from a noble family, but had been brought up with
the emperor.®® Then in the autumn of 1255 Theodore
created for his favourite a new combination of titles. He was
made protovestiarios, protosevastos, and Grand Stratopedarch
which placed him at the head of the court hierarchy.® The
dignity of protovestiarios was then held by Alexios Raoul.
Theodore simply dismissed him ; and this created deep bitter-
ness between the emperor and the powerful Raoul family.?
The magnates’ resentment against Mouzalon was further
increased by the favour the emperor showed his brothers.
Andronikos Mouzalon was first made protovestiarites and then
Grand Domestic. Another brother, Theodore, was made pro-
tokynegos.®!

Opportunities open to the magnates of high office or
command became even more restricted when at the begin-
ning of his reign Theodore recalled from exile his great-
uncles, Michael and Manuel Laskaris. Manuel was honoured
with the rank of protosevastos and both were given important
military commands.®> George Akropolites, again reflecting
the opinion of the circle opposed to Theodore II, is very
scathing about their characters and abilities.?

Theodore decided that he could not rely upon the upper
nobility in the course of his desperate winter campaign
against the Bulgarians. Two aristocratic generals, Alexios
Strategopoulos and Constantine Tornikes, were relieved of
their commands for cowardice and incompetence.®* Stratego-
poulos was thrown into prison,®® and his son Constantine was
blinded, ostensibly for disparaging the emperor.*® Theodore’s

t.Jbid., p. 24, ll. 5-6, pp. 41-2.

¥ Acropolites I, p. 124, Il. 4-7, p. 160, ll. 6~8 ; Andreeva, Oterki, p. 6.

% Acropolites 1, p. 66, 1. 19-20, p. 92, 1l. 1718, p. 155, 1. 6; Pachymeres I,
p. 28, 1. 18-20. )

%1 Acropolites 1, p. 124, ll. 7-8, p. 155, 1l. 18-19; Gregoras 1, p. 66, 1. 2; Pachy-
meres I, p. 24, 1. 4-5, where Theodore is entitled protoierakaris.

%2 Acropolites I, pp. 109-10, pp. 122-3.

% Ibid., pp. 109~10.

% Ibid., pp. 113-1%4; Theodore Lascaris, pp. 252-3.

% Acropolites 1, p. 154, 1. 26.

% Ibid., p. 154, 1. 27; Pachymeres I, p. 24, ll. 6-11, pp. 64-5; II, p. 154, 1L
17-20.
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}
great enemy Theodore Philes was also blinded;*” and other
members of the nobility were removed from their offices.®®
Michael Palaiologos was warned that the emperor intended
something against him and fled to the Seljugs.*

There was one thing that the great noble families resented
far more than the loss of office and of imperial favour. This
was Theodore’s deliberate policy of giving noble brides to
his favourites who were often commoners. He imagined that
their claims to nobility would thus be enhanced while their
brides would share in the honour attached to the great offices
of state.!® The nobility construed this as an attack upon their
privileged position within the state.

George Mouzalon married a niece of Michael Palaiologos
from the Kantakouzenos family and his brother Andonikos
was given to wife a daughter of Alexios Raoul.'! Far worse
was the emperor’s treatment of another of Michael Palaiolo-
gos’s nieces, the daughter of his sister Maria and the Grand
Domestic Nikephoros Tarchaneiotes. The emperor ordered
her to be married to one of his childhood companions called
Valaneidiotes, but before this could take place, he changed
his mind and insisted that she should marry Basil Kavallarios,
a man of noble birth. The bride and her mother tried to
put off the marriage, but the emperor overruled them. The
marriage was never consummated ; and Theodore II Laskaris
suspected sorcery. The bride’s mother was thrown naked into
a sack with some cats in order to extract a confession.!%?

What was at issue in this instance was not Theodore’s
policy of giving noble brides to commoners. Theodore
obviously could not follow it out consistently. It was rather
his disregard for natural proprieties. The bride’s family had
already accepted the emperor’s first choice into their house
as a son-in-law.!®® His inhuman treatment of a woman of
noble family must also have left a deep impression. Theodore

%7 Acropolites I, p. 155, 1l. 2-8, pp. 163—4; Pachymeres 1, p. 24, ll. 10~11, p. 41,
1L 10-11.

9 Acropolites I, pp. 154-5.

9 1bid., p. 184, 1l. 10-14, pp. 136-8; Pachymeres I, pp. 24-5.

100 pachymeres I, p. 37, 1l. 11-16.

191 1bid., pp. 23-4. .

192 Ihid., pp. 88-5.

193 1bid., p. 84, Il 2-5.
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realized that he had gone much téo far.!** He was close to
death; and his excesses towards the end of his reign can be
attributed in some measure to ill health. Increasingly severe
bouts of epilepsy aggravated an unstable and pathologically
suspicious temperament. He became convinced that his ill
health was due to sorcery.'*

Theodore’s attack upon the aristocracy stemmed from his
upbringing and his personality, but it also brought to the
surface the incompatibility that existed within Byzantium
between imperial autocracy and aristocratic privilege. It
created a bitterness, the fruits of which were reaped after his
death by the usurper Michael Palaiologos. Theodore tried to
ensure the peaceful succession of his son John IV Laskaris. He
appointed George Mouzalon as regent; and, as we have seen,
extracted an oath from all sections of society, guaranteeing
this settlement.’ To counter any possible threat from
Michael Palaiologos, he apparently entrusted to him the safe-
keeping of his family.!"”

% 1bid., p. 85, Il. 5-15.

19 1bid., pp. 82-3; Blemmydes, pp. 47-8.
1% See above p. 42, below, p. 81.

197 Pachymeres I, p. 85, Il 15-20.
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THE USURPATION OF MICHAEL
PALAIOLOGOS!

It was left to the regent George Mouzalon to face the bitterness
produced by Theodore II Laskaris’s attack upon the aristo-
cracy. He knew that he was suspected of having designs upon
the throne. One of his first acts was therefore to make his sub-
mission to the young emperor John IV Laskaris as a token of
his good faith.2 To calm the discontent of the aristocracy he
called together a general assembly.® He admitted that injustice
had been done under Theodore II and he tried to convince
those who had been wronged of his own good intentions. With
an emperor still too young to rule the business of government
would now be in the hands of his guardians. These, he main-
tained, would be a guarantee against the arbitrary government
that had previously existed.*

George Mouzalon owed his position as regent to Theodore
Laskaris, but he was willing to submit to the choice of the
assembly. He urged them, if they wished, to choose a new
regent from the magnates. He would resign his offices and.go
and live as a private citizen, but whoever was chosen by the
assembly as regent would be responsible to the assembly.*

The circumstances of this speech were of course exceptional.
Mouzalon was in a very weak position. He was trying to win
acceptance from the aristocracy. It was natural that he should
be conciliatory. It is true that the powers that he was willing to
see vested in the general assembly were only to last until John
Laskaris attained his majority, but his initiative comes close to
an attack upon the institution of monarchy. This is certainly

'See P. Wirth, ‘Die Begriindung der Kaisermacht Michaels VIII. Palaiologos’,
JOBG 10 (1961}, 85-91; D. ]J. Geanakoplos, Emperor Michael Palaeologus and
the West 1258-1282. A Study in Byuanline-Latin Relations, Cambridge, Mass., 1959,
pp- 33—46.

2 Pachymeres I, pp. 40-1.

11bid,, p. 41, IL. 5-14.

41Ibid., pp. 42-6, esp. p. 45, . 16-46, 1. 6.

$ Ibid., pp. 46-7.
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how Michael Palaiologos construed it, in the reply he made on
behalf of the assembly.

Palaiologos comes out as the champion of monarchy. He
regretted the terror of Theodore II Laskaris’s reign, but he
had been emperor; and those who had bound themselves on
oath to serve the emperor were completely subject to his will.$
f  George Mouzalon had been appointed regent by imperial
" edict and there was no body that had the right to put this
aside.” He then assured the regent that all of them would
support him, adding ‘not all of us can rule, not all of us can
give orders, for the rule of the many is anarchy’.?

The regent now felt that his position was secure. He took
pledges of good faith® and began to organize his administra-
tion. Imperial letters were drawn up and sent to all the cities
of the Empire. They announced the death of Theodore II and
t ordered that all should take the usual oaths, of allegiance to
i the new emperor.'?

" Michael Palaiologos was already plotting against the regent.
Rumours were spread abroad that Mouzalon had brought
about Theodore Laskaris’s death by sorcery and that he was
seeking to make himself emperor.!! Theodore’s favourites
who now held the reins of government were slandered as
singers and musicians.'?> The Latin mercenaries began to com-
plain of the treatment that they had received under Theo-
dore II and held Mouzalon responsible.!* Their commander
happened to be Michael Palaiologos and naturally it was
assumed that he was the instigator of their discontent.!4

At the beginning of September 1258 a memorial service was
held for the late emperor at the monastery of Sosandra. The
k. court and nobility were present, so too was the army. The
t soldiers and the Latin mercenaries began to demonstrate,
" demanding that the young emperor should be brought out

¢ Ibid., p. 50, 1. 2-5, 1. 12-14.
71bid., p. 52, L. 5.

*1bid., p. 52, IL. 10-12.

? Ibid., p. 58, Il. 8-12.

°Ibid., pp. 534.

" 1bid., p. 54, ll. 7-15.

12 Acropolites 1, p. 156, 1. 10-15.
1 Pachymeres I, pp. 54-5.
“1bid., p. 55, 1l. 8-11.
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and shown to them. They claimed to have the boy’s safety in
mind and hinted that the Mouzalons were plotting against his
life.'s

The young emperor appeared on a balcony and waved to
the troops. This was taken as a sign that he wished them to
do away with the Mouzalon brothers.'® The Latin mercenaries
swept into the monastery where the service was already taking
place and murdered the regent and his brothers.!?

There followed days of uncertainty. All recognized the dan-
gerous situation in which the Empire found itself. The threat
posed by the Latins of Constantinople was not very great,
but the alliance of Michael Angelos, the ruler of Epiros, and
Manfred, the ruler of the Regno, left the Nicaean possessions
in Europe exposed to attack. The eastern frontier too was,
as always, under pressure from the Turks.

A new regent had to be chosen to put an end to the uncer-
tainty. All the great families of the Empire had some member
with a claim to be considered for the position of regent.'s
Two parties began to form. One grew up around Theodore
Laskaris’s great-uncles, Michael and Manuel Laskaris. It
pressed the claims of George Nestongos. He held the office
of Butler (pinkernes) and came from a family that had been
much favoured by the Laskarids.'® Theodore II Laskaris
apparently intended that he should marry one of his,
daughters. This, he imagined, gave him a strong claim to the
regency.?® The other party was built up by Michael Palaio-
logos. Its nucleus was formed by his brothers, John and Con-
stantine,?! and by those who had suffered at the hands of
Theodore II, men such as the Strategopouloi, Theodore
Philes, and Constantine Tornikes.??

A general assembly was called to choose a new regent. Its
first act was to summon the Patriarch Arsenios and the epis-
copal bench from Nicaea,?® for it was agreed that any choice
made by the assembly would have to receive the confirmation

1$ Pachymeres I, pp. 55-6. t¢ Ibid., p. 57, ll. 2-7.

'7 Ibid., pp. 57-61. '* Ibid., pp. 64-5.

¥ Scutariotes, p. 293, 1l. 10-17; Polemis, The Doukai, pp. 150-1.
20 Pachymeres I, pp. 65-6.

2 Ibid., pp. 63—4.

22 Ibid., p. 76, ll. 4-8; Acropolites I, pp. 154-5.

23 Pachymeres I, p. 66, 1l. 7-11.
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of the Church. This did not prevent the assembly from elect-
ing Michael Palaiologos regent before the patriarch’s arrival.
It appears to have been satisfied by the assurance that he
would seek the patriarch’s approval and this would be a
guarantee of whatever was decided.*

The patriarch did not arrive untl after Palaiologos had
been chosen regent and raised to the office of Grand Duke.?
He probably approved of the choice. Apparently, when he
heard of the death of Theodore Laskaris, he confided to one
of his household that he thought Michael Palaiologos would
make the best regent.26 Palaiologos understood how valuable
his: support was and showed him every mark of respect. He
went out to meet the patriarch and then, leading his mule
by the bridle, conducted him into the palace of Nym-
phaion.?” The patriarch was led to believe that real power
in the state lay not with the new regent, but in his own
hands.?® Palaiologos assured him that he would only accept
the regency at his command and with the consent of the
patriarchal synod.?

On 13 November 1258% another general assembly met at
Magnesia.?! It consisted not only of members of the nobility
and army, but also of the patriarch and prelates. Its purpose
was to give full confirmation to Michael Palaiologos’s earlier
election as regent and to decide whether he should be raised
to the position of Basileopator and to the rank of despot. This

' was being urged by his supporters who were found both
i among the aristocracy and among the higher clergy.?

They argued that his promotion to the despotate would -

i give. him a share in the imperial office.?® This would have

two advantages: he would be able to carry out his duties as

f regent properly and he would be able to uphold the institu-
 tion of monarchy, while the emperor was still a minor. In

%1bid,, p. 67, IL. 1, 9—11. )

¥ Arsenios Autoreianos, Testamentum in Migne, P.G. 140, col. 949, 1l. 8943,
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such circumstances, imperial authority ought to be wielded
by the man best-fitted. As it was, the regent was no more
than a primus inter pares (ti¢ Toig € igov).>* |

Their opponents protested that the office of Grand Duke
was of sufficient dignity for the regent. If he was raised any
higher the court hierarchy would be upset. Theodore Laskaris
was survived by unmarried daughters. Whoever married
them would have a claim to the highest dignities of the
Empire.*

Michael Palaiologos had the unanimous support of the
army.3¢ Most of the nobility and the upper clergy had been
won over to his cause by his generosity.*” Above all, his
apparent humility had procured him the patriarch’s whole-
hearted backing.® It was agreed that he should be promoted
to the rank of despot. The symbols of office were bestowed
upon him by the young emperor with the assistance of the
patriarch.? Opposition to Palaiologos among the aristocracy
crumbled. Manuel Laskaris was imprisoned*® and his estates
confiscated.*! The protostrator John Angelos, another of Theo-
dore Laskaris’s inner circle, was summoned from Europe
where he had been in command of the army. He died appar-
ently of fright on the journey home.*? Other leading
opponents of Palaiologos hastened to make their peace with
him.** The first stage of his usurpation had been completed.

The struggle over the regency momentarily brought into
the open two opposing views of how authority within the
state was to be divided during a minority. The traditional
view was put forward by Michael Palaiologos and his party.
The rights of the emperor should be exercised by a regent
who would share in the imperial office. The logic of this

34 Pachymeres I, pp. 77-8.

3 Ibid., pp. 75-6.

3¢ Acropolites I, p. 158, 1L 15-21.

37 pachymeres I, p. 71, Il. 12-15, p. 78, 1. 7-15.

*1bid., p. 79, IL. 1-5.
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0 Jbid., p. 80, 1l 16-18.

# Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 201-2.

42 Acropolites I, p. 160, 1. 3-15.

4 Pachymeres I, p. 80, ll. 10-15. Michael Laskaris was promoted to the office
of Grand Duke by Michael Palaiologos in 1259 (ibid., p. 108, ll. 16-18). George
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was usurpation. George Mouzalon, 6n the other hand, sug-
gested that the regent ought to be responsible to a general
assembly which would guarantee the rights of the young
emperor.

Corresponding to these opposing views were different con-
cepts of the relations between emperor and subject. Michael
Palaiologos maintained that a man who had bound himself
by oath to serve the emperor was completely subject to his
will, whereas George Mouzalon emphasized the mutual rela-
tionship between emperor and subject. In return for loyalty
and faithful service a subject could expect a just reward from
the emperor. This was not the case under Theodore II Las-
karis. His brutality and arbitrary government had destroyed
the love that ought to provide the basis of the mutual ob-
ligations of emperor and subject. Mouzalon is, ironically,
simply developing ideas already put forward by Theodore 11
Laskaris.*

George Mouzalon was not attacking the absolute authority
of the monarchy nor was he enunciating a ‘feudal relation-
i ship” between emperor and subject. His ideas did not have
" general application, but applied to a specific context only—
§ the minority of John Laskaris. It was naturally assumed that
: once the emperor came of age he would exercise absolute
authority. But in the intervening period authority within the
. state should be vested in a general assembly.

-. The crucial question is: what was the nature of this assem-
E bly? George Pachymeres describes the membership of the
‘assembly called by George Mouzalon in great detail: ‘He
k [George Mouzalon] then called together senators, members of
 the imperial family, archontes, and those of military rank. There
g were also present the brothers of the emperor’s great-grand-
yfather [Theodore I Laskaris] . . . nor were the blind ones
i missing—that is to say Strategopoulos and Philes. The assem-
tbly was completed by any other of the magnates.”*s The
tsecond assemnbly is simply described as a meeting of the chief
kmagistrates by both George Pachymeres*s and Nikephoros
kBlemmydes.*” The Patriarch Arsenios is more specific and
fclearly refers to it as a meeting of the senate with the addition

I *1Ibid., pp. 44-6. See above, p. 74.

3 4 Ibid., p. 41, Il. 5-12.
© 4 1bid., p. 66, 1. 7.

47 Blemmydes, p. 89, 1. 19ff.
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of some bishops.*® ‘Senate’ is also the term that the patriarch
appears to apply to the first assembly.*®

There seems to be little doubt that these assemblies were
considered to be meetings of the senate. Their membership
to judge by the list given above was very close to that of the
council of state and the imperial tribunal of the emperors
of Nicaea. There is good reason to believe that these too
might be referred to as meetings of the senate.*® In reality,
it is perhaps fairer to describe them as different facets of the
imperial court, for membership seems to have consisted in
the main of members of the court present with the emperor.
It was not limited exclusively to those who held a place in
the court hierarchy. Members of the magnate families, re-
gardless of whether or not they held a court title, appear to
have possessed the right of attendance.

The procedure adopted at these meetings seems to have
been fairly rudimentary. Its main function was to enable the
emperor to inform himself of the currents of opinion circu-
lating among the aristocracy and to obtain some general
assent for whatever course of action he framed on the basis
of this opinion. The senate only met on extraordinary occa-
sions either to debate some serious issue or to assist at a trial
for high treason. Speeches were made and those present indi-
cated the strength of their approval or disapproval. It was
left to the emperor to interpret the feeling of the meeting.
There does not seem to have been any clear-cut procedure
that decided who it was who had the right to speak. Even
to a contemporary it was something of a mystery why Michael
Palaiologos should have taken it upon himself to reply on
behalf of the assembly to George Mouzalon’s speech.*!

It was not unknown for a meeting of the senate to be re-
inforced by the attendance of the patriarch and his synod.*
The third assembly, the one that approved Palaiologos’s
promotion to the despotate, was of this nature.®® It was

4% Arsenios Autoreianos, Testamentum in Migne, P.G. 140, col. 949, 1. 39-43.
4 Ibid., col. 949, 1. 86-9.
%9 See above pp. 78—4, below p. 158.
$t Pachymeres I, p. 49, ll. 7-11.
52 Blemmydes, p. 49, 1. 10-16.
* %2 Pachymeres I, p. 74, Il. 7-9; Acropolites 1, p. 156, 1l. 19-24.
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. presided over by the patriarch. The final verdict rested with
' him.%*

In the months that followed George Mouzalon’s murder

b the patriarch appears as possibly the most influential person
" in the Empire. His assent was needed to confirm Michael

Palaiologos’s election as régent. Together with the young
emperor it was the patriarch who bestowed the symbols of
the despotate upon the regent. Nikephoros Gregoras suggests

b that Arsenios had been made regent jointly with George
{ Mouzalon by Theodore Laskaris®® and that after the murder
f of Mouzalon it was the patriarch who took over the reins
£ of government in his eapacity as regent.’®¢ He then sought

the co-operation of the chief magistrates and singled out

| Michael Palaiologos for special favour, even entrusting him
g with the keys of the treasury.*’

According to Gregoras, it was only in November that an

¢ assembly came together, presided over by the patriarch who
. was persuaded by Palaiologos’s supporters to make him
b regent. A few days later another assembly met at the insis-
= tence of the same people and Michael Palaiologos was raised
¢ to the despotate.®®

Gregofas s account provides far and away the clearest nar-
rative of the first stage of Michael Palaiologos’s usurpation,

& but he was writing nearly a century after the events he is des-
L cribing. His account conflicts with those of George Pachy-
. meres, Nikephoros Blemmydes, and not least with that of the
b Patriarch Arsenios himself. They were all of course contem-
¢ poraries. Arsenios’s narrative has to be treated with caution,
L as it was an exercise in self-justification. Much that was
i embarrassing to the patriarch is omitted or glossed over, but
¢ there does not seem to be any deliberate falsification.

Nikephoros Blemmydes was not particularly interested in

L the politics of Michael Palaiologos’s usurpation, but he was

B summoned to the assembly that raised him to the despotate
3 and even offered a place of honour. He came, but with extreme

¢ ** Pachymeres, I, p. 79, 1. 18.
" % Gregoras I, p. 62, 1. 19-20.
L %5 Ibid., p. 66, 1. 11-12.

& *71Ibid., pp. 69-70.

£ st Ibid., pp. 70-1.
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reluctance.’® The details that he gives of Michael Palaiologos’s
elevation to the despotate are only incidental to some private
quarrel, but they are all the more valuable because he was an
eye-witness and does not appear to have had any particular
axe to grind. George Pachymeres was a young man at the
time of Michael Palaiologos’s ursurpation; he may not have
been an eye-witness of the events he describes in such detail,
but he certainly had access to people who were.%

There remains one more contemporary account, that of
George Akropolites. He was confined in an Epirot gaol at the
time. His narrative is not only rather thin and confused; it
is also designed to justify Michael Palaiologos’s rise to power.

There is no contemporary evidence to support Gregoras’s
contention that Arsenios had been made regent by Theodore
Laskaris. The patriarch himself makes no such claim. He is
also adamant, that Palaiologos was elected regent in his
absence.®! This is supported by both George Pachymeres®
and Nikephoros Blemmydes.®* Arsenios’s authority derived
from his office, and not because he had been made regent.

He certainly acted as though it was his duty to safeguard
the rights of the young emperor, but this was because he had
taken an oath to the Emperor Theodore Laskaris to do so.%
His main preoccupation seems’to have been with the sanctity
of oaths.®® It was his responsibility to see that they were not
broken; and it was he alone who could authorize dispensa-
tion from an oath already taken, as he seems to have done
in the case of the oaths that Michael Palaiologos had taken
both to John Vatatzes and to Theodore Laskaris that he
would not seek to secure the throne.®

Arsenios acted on the assumption that the best safeguard
of the young emperor’s rights and the interests of the Empire

 Blemmydes, pp. 89-90.
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was the election as regent of the rhan best-fitted to carry out
the responsibilities of this position. It became more and
more difficult to decide where the patriarch’s responsibilities
lay once Michael Palaiologos’s supporters pressed that he
should be made co-emperor. The regent himself threatened
to resign on the grounds -that unless he were made emperor
his position would become untenable. The patriarch rather
Teluctantly agreed to Michael Palaiologos’s proclamation as
emperor.*’

On New Year’s Day 1259 Michael Palaiologos was raised
aloft on a shield and acclaimed emperor at Nymphaion,®
but only after the two emperors had exchanged mutual oaths
of loyalty. This was done at the insistence of the patriarch who
believed that it would be a guarantee of the young emperor’s
rights. It was also ordained that all the subjects of the Empire
should take the usual oath of servitude to both of the
emperors. In addition, should either emperor conspire
against the other, the people were obliged to rise up and
kill the usurper and elect a new emperor from the senate.%
In a separate ceremony which occurred between Michael
Palaiologos’s proclamation as emperor and his raising aloft
on a shield by the archbishops and the magnates, the mag-
nates swore the normal oath of allegiance followed by a
further oath to defend whichever emperor was the victim of
the conspiracy of the other.” It was also agreed that in the
ensuing coronation John Laskaris should be crowned first.
This was thought to be a further guarantee that when he came
of age he would receive his full rights as the senior
emperor.” Michael Palaiologos saw this as a very serious
barrier to his final usurpation. Great pressure was brought
to bear upon the patriarch to allow Palaiologos to be
crowned alone.” Even the safety of the young emperor was
threatened, should the patriarch refuse to let Palaiologos
have his way.”

¢ Pachymeres I, p. 81, 1l. 4-19.
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The patriarch refused to make any decision. Still nothing
had been decided when the day appointed for the coronation
came. The bishops with only two exceptions were of the
opinion that Palaiologos had a right to be crowned first. They
even agreed to take upon themselves responsibility for this
breach of the oaths that had been sworn at Michael Palaiolo-
gos’s proclamation as emperor. This overcame the opposi-
tion of the patriarch and the other dissenting bishops. Finally,
all the bishops put their signature to a tome authorizing
Palaiologos to be crowned first.” The patriarch then crowned
him and his empress, while John Laskaris received nothing
more than a special head-dress.”” Michael Palaiologos
departed almost at once from Nicaea and returned to Nym-
phaion, taking the young emperor with him.?

Completely disillusioned and with virtually no .support
among the bishops, Arsenios retired to the monastery of
Paschasiou near Nicaea.”” He refused to carry out the duties
of his office ; equally he refused toresign. The synod, frightened
that the emperor might intervene, urged the patriarch to take
up his duties again. There was nothing it could find in his
conduct of office that would justify his dismissal.®

The emperor was planning an assault against Constan-
tinople and wanted the affair cleared up as quickly as pos-
sible. He instructed the synod to deprive the patriarch of his
office on the grounds that his ordination was irregular.” The
synod complied with his wishes and dismissed the patriarch,
but without giving any clear reason for its action.®® At the
turn of 1259%! the bishops assembled at the emperor’s
camp at Lampsakos and proceeded on his orders to elect
Nikephoros, Metropolitan of Ephesos, patriarch.®? At least
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he had’ the reputation of being a worthy man who would
defend the interests of the Church.®

The Bishops of Sardis and Thessalonica refused to recog-
nize the legality of Nikephoros’s election; and a schism de-
veloped within the Church.® The new patriarch found himself
increasingly isolated at.Nicaea. The prelates shunned him and
the people were openly hostile.?* The emperor refused to
allow the Bishop of Sardis to return to his native Paphlagonia
for fear that the bishop would rouse the people against
him.® At court the claims of Arsenios were upheld with great
insistence by the sevastokrator Constantine Tornikes.?’

When Nikephoros of Ephesos died early in 1261,%® the
emperor gave in to Tornikes’s demands and made it known
that he would not oppose Arsenios’s reinstatement as
patriarch. He left the decision to the synod, as he thought
it unwise to be involved personally.®® Arsenios was extremely
reluctant to resume the patriarchate. If one is to believe him,
the price he was expected to pay for it was his agreement
that John Laskaris should be reduced to the status of a pri-
vate citizen.’® He was not present at the triumphal entrance
into Constantinople at the beginning of August 1261.°!
Negotiations were necessary before Arsenios was willing to
take up the office of patriarch once again. He was not for-
mally installed in the church of St. Sophia until the beginning
of September 1261. He then proceeded to crown Palaiologos
emperor a second time, as he had agreed to do.*?

The rights of John Laskaris were passed over. Michael
Palaiologos, secure in possession of the throne of Constan-

I tinople which he claimed was his by right of conquest,®® felt

strong-enough to deprive John Laskaris of any claim that he
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still possessed to the imperial office. On Christmas Day 1261
the young emperor was blinded and then imprisoned in a
fortress in Asia Minor.** As soon as the patriarch heard the
news, he had the emperor excommunicated.®* Palaiologos
prayed forgiveness, expecting that the patriarch would
relent.’® He did not, even in 1264 formally driving the
emperor out of the Church.’” The emperor had no alternative
but to have him removed from his office by force and sent
into exile.%®

The rights of the young emperor were always the main
point at issue in the first phase of the struggle between
Arsenios and Michael Palaiologos. But there were deeper
implications for the position of the patriarch in the ‘Byzan-
tine constitution’. The patriarch acted as the guarantor of the
constitution, in the sense that he saw it as his duty to uphold
the oaths taken by all sections of society to protect the rights
of the legitimate emperor. He possessed two sanctions that
would enable him to carry out this task. He had the right
of crowning the emperor. The importance attached to this
ceremony is only too clear from Michael Palaiologos’s in-
sistence that he should be crowned emperor before John
Laskaris. It set the final seal upon the emperor’s legitimacy.

The second weapon that the patriarch possessed was the
power of excommunication which Arsenios employed against
Palaiologos. He also turned to the people as a whole as a
further guarantee of the rights of the young emperor. In
theory, an emperor ought to have been the choice of the
people, but in practice they had little part to play in the mak-
ing of an emperor. They might be called upon to take an
oath of allegiance at the beginning of a reign, or even an
oath guaranteeing the succession of an heir designated by the
reigning emperor. In the uncertain days before he was pro-
claimed emperor, Theodore I Laskaris appears to have called
together popular assemblies to win consent for his intended
assumption of the imperial office.”® There is furthermore
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a tradition that John Vatatzes refused to have his son Theo-
dore Laskaris proclaimed emperor in his lifetime, because

the people would not have been able to make their choice"

known. 100

Lip-service continued to be paid to the popular basis of
imperial sovereignty, but it was not of much consequence.
The people did not rise up against the usurper Michael
Palaiologos, except for some borderers near Nicaea.!®! These
acted out of loyalty to the Laskarid dynasty under which they
had enjoyed a period of great prosperity.!°? Their discontent
must also have been increased by the measures taken by
Michael Palaiologos to reduce the autonomy they had pre-
viously enjoyed.'® The breach of the oaths prov1ded a justifi-
cation and an incentive for their actions.

In his struggle with Michael Palaiologos Arsenios was
completely outmanceuvred. He had very little support
among the aristocracy, while the upper clergy were inclined
to bow before the demands of the emperor. Arsenios also
displayed extreme indecision and was open to coercion. This
was not only the nature of the man; it was also the nature
of the situation, for a minority exposed some of the contra-
dictions that lay behind the facade of an absolute monarchy:
Did the patriarch as the guarantor of the rights of the legiti-
mate heir have the right to dispose of imperial authority as
he saw fit and, having disposed of it, was he responsible for
seeing that this authority was not misused ? The problem of
exactly how far the emperor had to account for his actions
to the patriarch was never resolved, nor was that of how far.
the aristocracy ought to be associated in the decisions of
government. There could in fact be no solution. The usurpa-
tion of Michael Palaiologos demonstrates above all else the
blind attachment that existed in Byzantium to the institution
of an absolute monarchy. It was not felt necessary to adapt
the theory of empire to the reality of increasing power of
the aristocracy and the growing independence of the Church.
As a result, in the years that followed the recovery of Con-
stantinople, imperial authority came to have less and less

. substance.

190 Gregoras I, p. 53, 1l. 9-10, p. 54, 1l. 18-28.
192 1bid., pp. 16-17.

10t Pachymeres I, pp. 195—4.
103 1bid., p. 18, 1L 2-17.
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THE NICAEAN ECONOMY

The history of the Nicaean Empire was determined by two
main factors. The-first we have already examined—its role as
the guardian of the imperial traditions of Byzantium. The
second was its situation in Asia Minor. This was decisive for
its economic structure. It was decisive too for the realization of
the imperial aspirations which provided the Nicaean Empire
bulk of the resources that enabled the emperors “of Nica Nicaea
to accomplish théir European conquests and finally to restore
the seat of empire-te-Constantinople.

When Theodore I Laskaris arrived in Asia Minor after the
fall of Constantinople, such an achievement hardly seemed
possible. The prospect that greeted him was not a happy one.
This was not just because of the danger of a Latin invasion.
It was also the general condition of the Anatolian provinces.
They had been in a state of turmoil ever since the death of
Manuel I Komnenos in 1180. There was deep disaffection.
The people of these provinces showed their distrust of the
émmng pretenders and
rebels who were able to count on backing from the Seljugs.
The frontier defences began to give way; there was a suc-
cession of Turkish razzias that concentrated on plundering
the rich lands and cities of the Maiander valley. The local
inhabitants were rounded up and deported In 1198 5,000
prisoners were taken by the Turks in one such raid. The
S_gl;uq_&lgg_ieided_them_m__hls_dammms_near_th&_my
of Philomelion—and-exempted them—frem—the_payment of
taxes for five years. This ._This generous treatment attracted the
settlement there of. other Greeks.!

" The devastation and depopulation of western Asia Minor
at the turn of the twelfth century was aggravated by the

! Nicetas Choniates, pp. 656—7. See Sp. Vryonis Jr., ‘The Byzantine Legacy and
Otoman Forms', DOP 23/4 (1969-70), 277.
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!

oppression of local magnates.? The fall of Constantinople led
to a further deterioration in the situation. MAMiF_ed
,power, while peasants took advantage of the- prevailing
uncertain i operty.® It was Theodore I
Laskaris’s great achievement to bring an end to the state
of anarchy in these provinces and to restore a reasonably
stable frontier with the Turks. This he did with surprisingly
little loss of territory. The outlying posts that the Byzantines

had held under the Komnenoi on the Anatolian plateau were
never recovered, but after Theodore’s victory over the Seljugs

at the battle of Antioch in 1211 the coastlands were secure.

from Turkish raids.

The eastern frontier of the Nicaean Empire? stretched in
an arc along the edge of the Anatolian plateau. It began from
a point on the Black Sea coast to the east of Amastris and
ran south-eastwards to the south-western tip of Asia Minor.
It was dictated to a large extent by natural features, by moun-
tains and rivers. On the Nicaean side of the border there was
Wrtresses. On the Seljuq side

ere was a series of caravansarays along the roads that joined
Amrlktilw&wiﬁ to Denizli (Laodikea) and Afyon Karahisar
{Akroinon) to Kiitahya (Kotyaion).” In between lay a tract of
no man’s land, the Turkish Udj, where Nicaean borderers and
Turkoman tribesmen battled for control of the pastureland.

The Nicaean territories along the Black Sea were limited
to a narrow coastal strip. This region known as Paphlagonia
was only finally secured by Theodore I Laskaris in the
autumn of 1214 after the death of its ruler David Komnenos.¢
The chief city of Paphlagonia was Pontic Heraklea which was
refortified by Theodore I Laskaris.”

Connecting Paphlagonia and the region of Nicaea were the

% e.g. Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 820-1, 827-9.

e.g. ibid. IV, pp. 217-18; VI, p. 178, 1L 15-18.

“See P. Charanis, ‘On the Asiatic Frontiers of Nicaea’, OCP 18 (1947), 58-62;
H. Glykatzi-Ahrweiler, ‘Les Forteresses construites en Asie Mineure face A I'invasion
seldjoucide’, Akten des XI. Internationalen Byzantinisten-Kongresses, Munich, 1958, pp.
182-9; H. Ahrweiler, ‘Choma-Aggélokastron’, REB 24 (1966), 278-83.

*See K. Erdmann, Das anatolische Karavansaray des 13. Jahrhunderts, Berlin, 1961,
2 vols.

¢ Acropolites I, p. 18, Il. 34; Ephraim, v. 7585; Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’,
101, pp. 11, 66-73.

7C.I.G. No. 8748.
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frontier districts of Plousiada,® ‘Tarsia,” and Trikokkia,!®
which protected the exposed Sangarios border.!! By the end
of Michael Palaiologos’s reign this frontier was well forti-
fied,> and this was probably already the case under the
emperors of Nicaea.!* The last major town in Nicaean hands
along the Sangarios was almost certainly Malagina, situated
at the point where the river begins to emerge from the
Anatolian plateau.'* The Sangarios frontier was controlled
by the city of Nicaea which was also refortified by Theodore
I Laskaris.'? '

To the south-west the frontier was formed by Mount
Olympos (Ulus Dag). It was dominated by Prousa, another
city refortified by Theodore I Laskaris,'* and by Lopadion.
Its fortress was constructed by John II Komnenos'? who also
fortified Achyraous (modern Balikesir) which controlled the
middle reaches of the river Makestos (Simav).'® The frontier
to the south is in doubt. The main fortresses in this region
were Pergamon,'® Chliara,?® and Kavallares.?! One of the
frontier fortresses protecting this section of the border was
called Magidia. It is therefore very probable that the march
of Magedon should be situated in this region.?? The valley
of the middle Hermos was controlled by the flourishing city

® Nicetas Choniates, p. 844, 1. 10-11.

9 Acropolites 1, p. 168, 1. 8; Sir W. H. Ramsay, The Historical Geography of Asia
Minor (Royal Geographical Society’s Supplemental Papers IV), London, 1890, p. 191.

10 pachymeres 1, pp. 1954, p. 201, 1l. 16-17; II, p. 688, 1l. 1-2.

1 Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’, III, p. 88, ll. 18—20; Pachymeres I, p. 25, Il 14-18.

12 Pachymeres II, pp. 502-5. See ibid. I, p. 419, L. 8; II, p. 418, 1l 1-4.

13 Acropolites I, p. 168, 1. 8. i

14 Pachymeres II, p. 418, 1. 8. It was refortified by Manuel I Komnenos (Nicetas
Choniates, p. 71, 1. 1-5). The bishops of this city were reasonably prominent in
the ecclesiastical affairs of the Nicaean Empire (Miklosich and Miller I, p. 119;
Pachymeres 1, p. 102, 1l. 9-10).

13 C.I.G. Nos. 8745—-7; Oikonomides in REB 1967, p. 125, 1l. 17-18.

16 C.1.G. No. 8744.

7 Cinnamus, p. 38, 1. 7-11.

'® Nicetas Choniates, p. 44, 1. 12-14. .

19 Nicetas Choniates, p. 194, 1. 24; Acropolites I, pp. 27-8; Theodore Lascaris,
pp. 107-8, where it is described as dvfpdrov eic dawbvac pvlakriprov.

2 Nicetas Choniates, p. 194, 1. 24; Acropolites 1, pp. 27-8; Pachymeres II, p.
284, 1l. 4-9.

1 Scutariotes, p. 294, 1. 28. .

2 Acropolites I, p. 28, Il. 6~8; Pachymeres I, p. 220, Il. 6-9, p. 811, 1. 7, p. 468,
1. 20; Doukas, p. 88, ll. 27-8; Ramsay, Hist. Geography, pp. 122, 211; Tomaschek,
‘Topographie’, p. 98; Pauly-Wissowa, 1A, cols. 1767-8, art. Saittai.
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of Sardes.?® To the south-east lay the city of Philadelphia. The
historian George Akropolites described it as a great and
populous city lying close to the Seljuq frontier. Its citizens
were all capable of bearing arms and were skilled in the use
of the bow. They were constantly at war with the Turks.
It was at the centre of a network of frontier fortresses. The
most important of these was Tripolis, situated at the mouth of
a gorge through which the river Maiander breaks out of the
Anatolian plateau.?® Its defences were put in order by John
Vatatzes.?® The river Maiander seems to have been recognized
as the frontier at this point,*” for a bridge had to be con-
structed across the river by Turkish workmen when the Seljuq
sultan came to Tripolis to seek help from John Vatatzes.?

Further upstream stood the important cities of Laodikea
(Denizli) and Chonai. They passed under the rule of Manuel
Mavrozomes at the beginning of Theodore I Laskaris’s reign
and were only briefly recovered by Theodore II Laskaris in
1257 in return for aid sent to the Seljugs.?® South of the
Maiander valley the coastal regions of Caria formed part of
the Nicaean Empire.?® The actual boundary seems to have
been marked by a bridge over the river Indos (Dalaman Gay)
which was raised during periods of war and lowered once
peace returned.’’ The mountains to the north-east were
settled by Turkoman shepherds. This south-western corner
of Asia Minor was the most exposed part of the Anatolian
provinces of the Nicaean Empire and caused John Vatatzes
great anxiety.’? It was to fall to the Turks soon after the re-
covery of Constantinople.??

** Theodore Lascaris, pp. 155—6; see M. F. Hendy, Coinage and Money, pp. 288—4.

24 Acropolites 1, p. 105, 1l. 22-6. Cf. Pachymeres I, 99, ll. 6-16.

*See Sir W. M. Ramsay, The Cities and Bishoprics of Phrygia, being an essay of the
local history of Phrygia from the earliest times to the Turkish Conguest, 1, Oxford, 1895,
pp. 3~6.

26 Pachymeres II, p. 488, 1l. 9-15.

7 See Theodore Lascaris, p. 57, 1. 32-4.

* Acropolites I, pp. 69~70.

2 Ibid., pp. 143—4; Scutariotes, pp. 294-5.

*The most southerly city held by the emperors of Nicaea was Stadia in the
Knidian peninsula (Acropolites 1, p. 45, 1. 22).

' See P. Wittek, Das Fiirstentum Mentesche: Studie zur Geschichte Westhleinasiens im
13.~15. Jahrhundert (Istanbuler Mitteilungen, 2). Istanbul, 1984, pp. 1-8.

%2 Theodore Lascaris, p. 57, 1. 32-4.

% Pachymeres 1, p. 220, ll. 2-8, p. 311, 1l. 8-11,
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The pressure of the Turkomans upon the Nicaean frontier
seems to_have become more noticeable from the 1250s.%
Theodore IT Laskaris’s first task once he had succeeded to
the throne was to make a tour of inspection of the eastern
frontiers from Philadelphia to Nicaea.*® Michael Palaiologos
did the same as soon as he had been proclaimed emperor.*
He also sent his brother Constantine to secure the Paphla-
gonian frontier.>’” Even before this John Vatatzes had fought
a number of engagements to hold back the Seljugs,*® and he
took steps to see that the frontier was properly defended.?® But
there was little danger that the frontier would give way before
Turkoman pressure, as long as the belt of no-man’s-land
continued to be dominated by the Nicaean borderers. The
emperors of Nicaea understood how important they were for
the defenice—of "the fronders. They granted them freedom
from taxation and generous allowances. This encouraged
them in their contnuous border warfare with the Turkomans.
They prospered —ad built Gp great flocks of sheep and
cattle.* Their way of life resembled that _of their opponents.
Both were _pastoralists: both, too, were skilled in the use of
the bow.#!

The Greeks of Cappadocia commemorated the reigns of
the Nicaean emperors in inscriptions in their churches. This
has been taken to mean that Nicaean authority extended as
far inland as Cappadocia.** This seems most unlikely.** The

3#1bid., p. 183, 1. 2-15; Acropolites 1, p. 186, 1l. 11-16. Cf. Wirth in BZ 1962,
pp- 38—4.

35 Acropolites I, pp. 105-6.

3 Pachymeres I, pp. 98—100.

3 Acropolites I, pp. 160-1.

3% 1bid. II, p. 18, 1. 17, p. 18, 1. 14-19; Nicole in REG 1894, p. 77, ll. 14-15;
C. Cahen, Pre-Ottoman Turkey. A General Survey of the Material and Spiritual Culture
and History ¢. 107 1-1330, London, 1968, p. 185. There is a sixteenth-century tradition
that Caesar Alexios Strategopoulos’s father was governor of Paphlagonia under John
Vatatzes and won a victory against the Turks (Georgios Sphrantzes, Memorii 1401—
1477 (ed. V. Grecu, Scriptores Byzantini, V), Bucharest, 1966, p. 274, 11. 42-7).

3 Pachymeres I, p. 69, 1. 5-11, p. 184, 1. 2~11.

“ Jbid., pp. 16-18. See Wittek, Das Firstentum Mentesche, pp. 3—14; Cahen,
Pre-Ottoman Turkey, pp. 143fF.

' e.g. 'Nicetas Choniates, p. 844, l. 11; Pachymeres I, p. 122, 1. 11-12, p. 194,
L 1, p. 220, 1. 9-10.

42G. de Jerphanion, ‘Les Inscriptions cappadociennes et I'histoire de I'Empire
grec de Nicée’, OCP 1 (1985), 23941. Cf. Gregoras I, p. 16, 1l. 18-25.

43 See Cahen, Pre-Ottoman Turkey, p. 209.

—
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emperors of Nicaea effectively controlled only the coastlands
of western Asia Minor.

This is a very fertile area indeed. It is a region of river
valleys, alluvial plains, and rolling hills. There are some
mountains, such as Mount Sipylos. These form outliers of
the Anatolian plateau which is increasingly broken up in the
west by the rivers that flow off it. The most important of these
are, in the north, the Sangarios (Sakarya), the Ryndakos
(Atranos), and the Makestos (Simav), and, in the west, the
Kaikos (Bakir), the Hermos (Gediz), the Kaystros (Kiigiik
Menderes), and the Maiander (Biiyitk Menderes).

It is a well-wooded and a well-watered region, but other-
wise it has few natural resources apart from the fertility of
its soil. Some iron was still being mined in the thirteenth cern-
tury on Mount Sipylos above the city of Magnesia.*¢ There
were of course rich alum deposits at Phokaia to the north
of Smyrna, but they do not seem to have been properly
exploited until the later thirteenth century when they were
granted to the Genoese Benedetto Zaccaria by Michael VIII
Palaiologos.**

Men_writing after the recovery of Constantinople looked
back_on thé period of the Nicaean Empire_as_one of great
prosperity, while a contemporar odore II Laskaris,
praises the fertility of the Kaystros valley and of the regions
surrounding Smyrna and Sardes.** The basis of this pros-
perity was a well-ordered agriculture. There seems to have
been a good balance between animal husbandry, arable farm-
ing, and that other branch of farming that was so impor-
tant in the Mediterranean—the cultivation of olive groves,
vineyards, and orchards.

We have already seen how the Nicaean borderers built up
large flocks. Large flocks of sheep and herds of cattle were
also kept along the Maiander valley,*’ where winter pastures
were to be found. Transhumance was a traditional feature
of the economy of western Asia Minor.** Neighbouring land-

¢ Miklosich and Muiller 1V, p. 105, II. 24-7.

4 G. 1. Bratianu, Recherches sur le commerce génois dans la Mer Noire au XIlle sidcle,
Paris, 1929, p. 111.

¢ Theodore Lascaris, pp. 155-6, 239. 47 Pachymeres 1, p. 810, 1. 19-20.

“*See A. P. Rudakov, Oterki vizantiiskoj hul'tury po dannym greieskoj agiografi,
Moscow, 1917, p. 182.
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owners made agreements about the use of common grazing
lands. Care was taken to ensure that these were not converted
into arable. In one instance, it was laid down that sheep were
to be driven off the common pastures at the beginning of
spring. This was to allow the grass to grow, presumably to
be cut for hay which would provide winter fodder.#’ The
importance of pastoral farming is underlined by the frequent
appearance of demands for a pasturage tax (ennomion) in the
monastic documents of the period. It was charged not only
on animals but also on bees.’® Honey must have been an
important article of consumption. So too, were dairy pro-
ducts, such as eggs,*! butter, cheese, and sour cream.*?
Arable farming was equally important. Great stocks of
corn were stored up both in the countryside and in the
cities.*®* Corn was exported in large quantities to the terri-

. tories of the Seljuq sultans.** Around the city of Smyrna the

coastal plain of Memaniomenos was a centre of corn farming.

~ Some of the great families of the Empire built up large

estates here. In striking contrast, the hills behind Smyrna

§. were_given over to olive groves, Irult trees, and vineyards. It
was much more a region of peasant proprietors, though great

[anidowners can be seen buying their way in.** The standard
of farming probably remained reasonably high in the region of
Smyrna. Irrigation played an important part in the farming of
the hilly districts, while mills are frequently mentioned.*¢

There are other signs that prosperity was returning to west-
ern Asia Minor. Villages were reconstructed®’ and new ones
founded.*® New olive trees and vinieyards were planted.”” New
—

4 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 181, 1l. 8-25.

* Ibid., p. 228, 1. 84. See ibid., p. 67, 1. 81.

! Gregoras I, pp. 42-8.

2 Theodore Lascaris, pp. 97-8 ; Miklosich and Miller IV, p. 257, 1. 28.

*3 Scutariotes, pp. 285-6.

4 Gregoras I, pp. 42-8.

%% Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 16—19; A. P. Kaidan, Agrarnye otnoleniza v Vizantii X111—
XIV vv., Moscow, 1952, p. 52.

*¢ Kazdan, Agrarnye otnolenija, pp. 45-7; G. Rouillard, La Vie rurale dans L’Empire
byzantin, Paris, 1953, pp- 175-7.

7 Scutariotes, pp. 285-6.

8 Pachymeres I, p. 69, Il. 5-11. Such a village may have been Neochorion near

"‘H Smyrna (see Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 82, 65-6).

% Miklosich and Miller IV, p. 8, Il. 19-20, p. 17, IL. 4-5, 1l 23-5, p. 20, IL 29-30,

" p. 25, 11 10-11, p. 64, 1. 80-2, p. 120, L. 20.
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mills were built.® The reconstruction of the countryside pre-

supposes a growing population. In addition to_any natural
increase, ! the population of western Asia Minor was swoll

by refugees from the areas conq@mﬁ
dore I Laskaris encouraged their settlement.$? Immigration

from the Aegean Islands was particularly marked.®* Samians
were found settled in the region of Ephesos. The islands
of Mitylene, Chios, Samos, Cos, and Ikaria were recovered
from the Latins by John Vatatzes at the beginning of his
reign,®® but their inhabitants continued to suffer the effects
of Latin piracy.®® This is_the most likely reason for_their
emigration to the mainland. The refugee problem appears
to_have been particularly acute under Theodore I Taskaris,’
“The solution adopted by the government seems to have been
to settle thern on the estates ol the great landowners and pre-
SUMma noperl sne_too. The restrictions that
had existed before 1204 on the settlement of ‘vagabonds’
upon the great estates appear to have been lifted.®® Of the
21 families living in 1285 on the Lemviotissa estate of Vari,
just outside Smyrna, six are described as ‘outsiders’ (xenoi).%
Twenty-five years later some of the ‘outsiders’ established on
the Lemviotissa estates are described as islanders.”

¢ Miklosich and Mdller IV, p. 8, 1l. 10-17, p. 17, Il. 13-17, p- 21, 1l. 2-4.

¢! The only detailed population figures that survive from the Nicaean period come
from the village of Vari or Mela just outside Smyrna. It was granted in 1228 to
the monastery of Lemviotissa. A survey was made in 1235. There were then 21 fami-
lies with a total recorded population of 88. Of these 80 were stated to be under
age. Only four of the families could be thought of as extended families. In three
of these cases it was simply a question of a son-in-law present in the household.
In only one case did the daughter and son-in-law have any children. These figures
can therefore be taken as evidence that there was at least one village where the popu-
lation was growing vigorously. If anything, they tend to minimize the rate of growth.
Six families were newly settled and only conuibuted 19 people to the village’s total
population, while the 15 established families had no fewer than 69 members between
them, that is an average of nearly 4 'per household compared with 8 for the new-
comers.

¢ Scutariotes, p. 282, Il. 14-18; Zepos, fus, I, p. 661, pp. 25-7.

¢ Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 228, . 6. See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 19-28.

¢ Theodore Lascaris, pp. 298-9.

 Gregoras I, pp. 28-9.

¢ Miklosich and Miiller V, p. 12, 1. 19; VI, pp- 229-30.

$? Oikonomides in REB 1967, p- 125, 1. 14-17.

¢ See Ostrogorskij, Paysannerie, pp. 84-5.

 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 15-14.

" 1bid., p. 228.
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The population was further incréased by the settlement of
a large body of Koumans along the Maiander valley and in
Phrygia.”" "Phrygia’, in the context of the Nicaean Empire,
must mean the frontier region to the north and east of
Sardes and Philadelphia. This settdement of foreigners—the
Koumans were a Turkic people who had been infiltrating the
Balkans from the steppes of southern Russia since the turn of
the eleventh century—was carried out by John Vatatzes about
the. year 12417? and followed a traditional Byzantine ex-
pedient.” The Koumans were clearly a troublesome element in
Nicaean society and were only slowly assimilated. It was their
aid that a peasant from near Smyrna sought in the closing
years of the Nicaean Empire when he had been illegally
deprived of some property. They were clearly a quite distinct
and rather lawless group.’™ Those serving in the army were
most rapidly Hellenized. They were present at the assembly
that elected Michael Palaiologos .regent. Their opinion was
consulted. It is recorded that they gave their answer in favour
of Michael Palaiologos in good Greek.” Their chiefs were taken
into imperial service. Syrgiannes, one of the leading figures
at the court of Andronikos II, was the son of a Kouman
chieftain who married into the imperial family.”

Foreigners settled in western Asia Minor in the course
of the previous centuries appear to have been assimilated by
the local Greek population.”” Only the Armenians’ and the
Jews™ still preserved their separate identities. There were of

" Gregoras I, p. 87, 1. 4-9; Acropolites I, p. 65, 1. 16-20.

2 Acropolites I, p. 65, 1. 16-20.

See P. Charanis, ‘The Transfer of Population as a Policy in the Byzantine
Empire’, Comparative Studies in Sociology and History, 8 (1960-1), 140-54.

* Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 165-8. The documents that relate this incident
can be dated to the year 1271, but it is made clear that the events described took
place many years previously.

" Acropolites I, p. 158, II. 18-21.

6 Gregoras I, p. 296, Il. 20-2; Cantacuzenus, I, p. 18, 1L 10-16.

77 See P. Charanis, ‘On the Ethnic Composition of Byzantine Asia Minor in the
Thirteenth Century’, Ipoagopd elc Xn. Kupraxfonv, Thessalonica, 1958, pp. 140-7;
id., ‘The Slavic Element in Byzantine Asia Minor in the Thirteenth Century’, B 18
(1946-8), 69-83; id., ‘Observations on the Demography of the Byzantine Empire’,
Thirteenth International Congress of Byzantine Studies: Main Papers, XIV, Oxford, 1966,
pp. 18-19; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 19-22.

"® Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 78, 1. 19,

" Ibid., p. 25, 1. 11.
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course large numbers of Latins serving in the Nicaean armies.
Some even held estates in the neighbourhood of Smyrna,®
but in terms of numbers they did not make any very impor-
tant contribution to the population of the Nicaean Empire.
Their political importance was, on the other hand, quite out
of proportion to their relatively small numbers.*

Just as very few precise data have survived on population,
so too the information on the level of prices is very scarce.
The main conclusions that can be drawn are that the price
paid for arable land was reasonably close to the official value
laid down by the surveyors of the time.** There were varia-
tions from district to district and from year to year. These
may reflect the varying quality of the land and possibly, too,
supply and demand.®® They might also be the result of other
circumstances, such as the settlement- of some lawsuit, when
a higher price than usual might be paid.®* Three sales of olive
trees are recorded between August 1281 and March 1232, The
price of olive trees remained very steady at just over i}

nomisma®’ each. But the little information that there is for the’

years on either side points to much higher prices being paid.
In 1218 27 olive trees fetched 70 nomismata® and in 1284
22 young olive trees were sold for 16 nomismata.?’ It is inter-
esting that when half of these were sold 25 years later they
only fetched 4 nomismata.®® There is a contrast between the

i

¥ ¢.g. Syrgares (Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 7, 86—42, 61, 81-2, 135); Syraliatos
(ibid., p. 94); Syr Adam (ibid., pp. 79, 91-2, 108—4).

e, gzthc role they played in the usurpation of Michael Palaiologos. See above,

p. 81—

3 Th. 1. Uspenskij, ‘Vizantijskie zemlemery. Nabljudenija po istorii seljskago khoz-
jajstva’, Trudy VI arkheologiteskago s'ezda v Odesse 1884 g. Odessa, 1888, 11, pp. 302-8;
G. Ostrogorsky, ‘Lohne und Preise in Byzanz’, BZ 32 (1982), 812-15.

%3 e.g. when one George the Eunuch .was building up property in the neighbour-
hood of Palatia (Miletos) betweén Oct. 1212 and Mar. 1218 he was consistently
paying § nomisma per modios (1/12 hectare) (Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 156-65).
Between 1225 and 1250 the monastery of Lemviotissa paid about 1 nomisma per
modios for the land it bought (ibid., pp. 191, 195, 197, 205). Between 1251 and
1256 the monastery of Xerochoraphiou was paying altogether lower prices for land
from a 4 nomisma to 1/17 nomisma per modios (Wilson and Darrouzés in REB 1968,
pp. 86, 88).

% ¢.g. Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 155-7, esp. p. 156, Il. 5-6.

% Ibid., pp. 60-1, 77-8, 184-5.

% Ibid., pp. 118-19.

¥ Ibid., pp. 64-5.

* Ibid., pp. 182-8. |
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relative stability of land prices and the far less stable prices
paid for olive trees. The information is too slight to attempt
a détailed explanation.

More important is the evidence provided by these trans-
actions of the circulation of money among the peasantry.
There are just a few examples of payments in kind. In 1250
a peasant sold part of a vineyard for 18 sheep and their
young; it is noticeable that the other partners in the sale
preferred to receive cash.®* There.are two instances when
peasants received donkeys in part payment for the land they
were selling.®® It is possible that the peasantry sometimes sold
their- property to obtain corn needed to_tide them over to
the next_harvest. In March 1218 a peasant sold a field for
1 nomisma and 2 bushels (modioi) of corn.®’_Qn_the other
hand, there are not the signs of destitution among the
peasantry of western Asia Minor under the emperors of Nicaea
that, for instarce;one finds in the 1270s among the peasantry
of Tﬁessaly They were forced to sell their property to great
“tandowners in order to survive.®?

Sometimes peasant property became so subdivided that it
became uneconomical to werk. In 1246 the monastery of
Lemviotissa acquired a water-mill. It had originally belonged
to four peasant families, They were forced to sell it to the
monastery, not out of poverty, but because there were so

‘many of them thar hey were norable to” Girry_ont the work
properly because they were always quarrelling.®® Partible
inheritance prevailed among the peasantry. The subdivision
of property that resulted was one of the factors that allowed
the great landowners to build up their estates by buying
‘peasants out of unprofitable plots of land.

% Miklosich and Muller 1V, pp. 200-1.

°1bid. VI, pp. 280~1. A particularly difficult example concerns the monastery
of st. Mary Kechiosmene near Palatia. In 1250, as a result of an agreement made
four years earlier with the abbot, one Manuel Palaiologos sold a field of 15 modioi
elc Boidioy xauamnpdy dpeotdv év, €ic inépnupa tpla xal poxOnpdv év. What it is diffi-
cult to decide is whether the price was 8 nomismata and 1 mochthyron (billon trachy?)
but he received its equivalent—1 plough ox—or he received both the plough ox
and the money. If the first alternative is correct, it does leave open the possibility
that jn some cases the price was stated in money but paid in kind (ibid. V1, pp. 191-3).

* ibid: VI, pp. 162—4.

%% 1bid: 1Y, pp. 400-8.

% Ibid., pp. 196-7.
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It was the great landowners who not only gained most
from the renewed prosperity of western Asia Minor, but who
were also chiefly responsible for the reconstruction of the
countryside.®* The initiative seems to have come from the
emperor himself. Large tracts of land were appropriated to
the imperial demesne. John Vatatzes took particular care over

WMMC
appomntment of skilled stewards was able to increase their
E_rgﬁ{s_.’ Estates were also granted out to the aristocracy who
were _encouraged to improve the [and.” One easons
‘Why Jo ed-mon been to

ring land back into production,®® The period of the Nicaean
Empire saw a_growth of the great estate at the expense of
peasant property. This was part and parcel of the return to
order 1n the countryside. On the face of it, the consolidation
of small peasant properties in_the hands of 3 single owner
must have made for a more profitable concern.
“Landowners tended to reside in the towns or cities close
to their estates. As a general rule, they probably tried to con-
centrate their property reasonably close to their chief resi-
dence. For example, in 1216 a member of the Gavalas family
sold an estate at Phygella because it did not lie sufficiently
close to the fortress of Ephesos where he lived and he found
it difficult to collect its receipts. Instead he intended to buy
property closer to Ephesos.®” Much of the land of the plain
of Memaniomenos outside Smyrna belonged to-the Smyrniot
nobility, though it is true that they were faced with increasing
competition from the aristocratic houses of the Nicaean
court.?®

Landowners_jinvested in urban property not only in the
large cities such as Magnesia®® and Smyrna,’® but also in
smaller cenfres such as”Mantaia'™ and Petra ®2 which lay

% See Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 3, 1. 10-17, p. 8, IL. 19-20, p. 18, 1l. 4-5,
p. 17, 1. 4-5, 1l. 18-17, p. 21, 1. 24, p. 25, IL. 10-11, 1l. 28-5, p. 20, 1l. 29-80.

%3 Pachymeres I, p. 71, Il. 2-5; Gregoras I, pp. 41-2, p. 43, Il. 10-15.

9 See Miklosich and Miiller TV, p. 18, 1I. 27-9.

%7 Ibid. VI, pp. 174—6.

% H. Glykatzi-Ahrweiler, ‘La Politique agraire des empereurs de Nicée’, B 28
(1958), 54-5, 63—4.

% Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 267, 1l. 5-6.

19t 1bid., p. 81, IL. 9-11, pp. 125-6.

190 Ibid., p. 25, ll. 4-6, pp. 55-6.
192 Ibid., pp. 169-70.
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close to Smyrna. They clearly hdd business interests in the

cities. There is the example of a member of a family that
was fairly prominent under the emperors of Nicaea owning
property at Nymphaion.!®® This included four cloth work-
shops and a tower containing a bakery and a workshop.
These brought him in the very large annual rent of 200
nomismata. He also owned a share in a perfume factory and
houses. There are examples, too, of monastic NOUSES having
some of thelr dependent peasants setdled in

e cities and
ports .of the Empire."”* The other large employer was the
state. Armourers paid by the state worked 'in several cities
of the Nicaean Empire.!® The silk industry which grew up
at Nicaea was very probably controlled by the state, After the
recovery of Constantinople it continued. to produce silk for
the imperial court.!%

The manufactures carried on in the towns and cities of the
Nicaean Empire were mainly for local consumption and
designed to meet basic needs. Bésides weaving, which would
also have been carried on in the countryside in peasant house-
holds,'" the leather trade must have been essential. Appar-
ently, Philadelphia was a centre of this manufacture at the
time of the Nicaean Empire.!®® Perhaps a more important

function of the towns and cities, leaving aside their military

and administrative role, was as centres of consumption and
markets for the surrounding countryside. They did not of
course furnish™ the only markets. There were also country
fairs.'® The division of labour between town and countryside

was by no means clear-cut. Even a great city, such as Smyrna,
had vineyards and fields within its walls, and its inhabitants

193 Ibid., p. 286, 1l. 4-5, 1. 16~17. The man in question was one Goudeles Tyr-
annos. A man of this name is found in 1252 in joint command of a Nicaean army
{Acropolites 1, p. 90, 11. 6-7).

1% Miklosich and Maller IV, pp. 2-8, 20, 1l. 22-3, p. 24, ll. 9-10; V, p. 11, IL
18-20.

105 Scutariotes, p. 285, 1l. 18-28. R

1% Sathas I, p. 152, 1l. 21-2. In the late thriteenth century Nicaea was famous
for a silk stuff known as cendal (Bratianu, Commeree génois, p. 111).

97 e.g. Nicetas Choniates, p. 858, ll. 15~16. Anyphantor or ‘Weaver’ was a family
name at Smyrna (see Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, p. 93).

198 Draeseke in BZ 1894, p. 500.

192 These seem often to have been connected with local monasteries (e.g. Nicetas
Choniates, p. 664, 1l. 4-5; Zepos, Ius, I, p. 661, 1l. 24—5; Miklosich and Miiller IV,
pp. 107, L. 25, 110-11).




£

ey

v
= ek

=

T =

S
N
=

e—

k:‘ P S —
o

—
S
i

vy
11

L 4

110 ECONOMY AND SOCIETY

also possessed common fields outside.!!® It is likely that
Smyrna, like other Mediterranean cities,!!! included in its
population a large body of agricultural labourers. Shortly
before coming under Nicaean rule, the port of Lampsakos
on the Hellespont had a recorded population of 163 adult
males. No fewer than 1138 of these were engaged in agricul-
ture.!!2

Almost without exception, the cities of western Asia Minor
had come in the centuries of the Arab invasions to be concen-
trated within citadels. It was hardly to be expected that
further major changes would take place during the compara-
tively short period of exile in the sites and general layout
of the major cities of western Asia Minor, but their upkeep
appears to have been one of the chief cares of the emperors
of Nicaea. At Smyrna!'® John Vatatzes carried out extensive
reconstructions at the western end of the old Hellenistic cita-
del on Mount Pagos, creating an inner fortress. This was
almost certainly the Neokastron of Smyrna attested by the
middle of the thirteenth century, when houses and monas-
teries had already been built within its walls.!'* It is just pos-
sible that this ‘New Fortress’ may have been the harbour
fortress at Smyrna, even though there is no record .of its
existence until the early fourteenth century.!'

At Ephesos the classical site was gradually abandoned dur-
ing the period of the Arab invasions and the centre of the
city was moved to the neighbouring hill where the renowned
church of St. John the Theologian had been constructed in the
reign of Justinian I. In their present form the fortifications
of the citadel that grew up around the church appear to date
from the period of exile.!!

There are other instances where classical sites in western
Asia Minor were abandoned in the course of the Middle

1'% Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 12, 1l. 5, 23, pp. 46-8, 514, 67, 125-6.

"le.g. Tyre (see J. Prawer, ‘Etude de quelques problémes agraires et sociaux d’une
seigneurie croisée au Xllle siécle’, B 22 (1952), 55).

Y12 Tafel and Thomas II, pp. 208-9.

'3 H. Grégoire. Recueil des inscriptions grecques chrétiennes d’Asie Mineure, 1. Paris,
1922, Nos. 81~2; W. Miiller-Wiener, ‘Die Stadtbefestigungen von Izmir, Sigacik, und
Candarli’, Istanbuler Mitteilungen, 12 (1962), 59-85.

4 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 55-6.

'15 Miiller-Wiener, art. cit., p. 84; Lemerle, £mirat d’Aydin, pp. 41—4.
16 H. Vetters, ‘Zum byzantinischen Ephesos’, JOBG 15 (1966), 278-87.
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Ages, but in many cases, perhaps the majority, the old sites
were retained. At both Pergamon!!’ and Palatia (Miletos)!!*
the ancient theatre formed the core of the medieval citadel.
Theodore Laskaris’s description of Pergamon shows that the
Byzantine city seemed a miserable affair beside the ruins of the
Hellenistic city. To him the modern houses appeared like
mouseholes beside the works of the ancients.'"®

The city of Nicaea was something of an exception. It seems
to have retained its original Hellenistic street-plan. Great
efforts were made by the emperors of Nicaea to refurbish it.
Its broad straight streets, which must have contrasted with
the narrow winding allies of other cities, were thought worthy
of praise.!?°

The other capital of the Nicaean Empire was Nymphaion
near Smyrna. It must have grown rapidly'?! after John Vatatzes
had made it his residence at the beginning of his reign.!?
There is no evidence that it had ever been of much impor-
tance before this. A citadel was built on the summit of a
neighbouring hill, but the emperor’s palace'?* stood in the
plain below, close to the site of the modern village.

The cities of the Nicaean Empire may be divided into two
groups. There were the great fortress cities of the north, such
as Nicaea, Prousa, Nikomedeia, and Pontic Heraklea; and
there were the cities of the west, which were closely linked
with the capital of Nymphaion. The two groups were con-
nected by a route via Achyraous (Balikesir). But this town
passed into the hands of the Latins, together with the rest
of north-western Asia Minor, by the terms of the treaty
which Theodore I Laskaris concluded with the Latin Em-
peror Henry of Hainault, probably in 1212.'2* It was only

""" Theodore Lascaris, pp. 107-8.

"¢ Th. Wiegand (ed.), Milet. Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen und Untersuchungen seit dem
Jakre 1899, 11. 8, Berlin/Leipzig, 1985, pp. 117, 127.

% Theodore Lascaris, pp. 107-8.

120See Andreeva, Oberki, pp. 20-1; R. Janin, ‘Nicée. Etude historique et topo-
graphique’, EO 24 (1925), 482-90; A.-M. Schneider, Die romischen und byzantinischen
Denkmaler von Iznik-Nicaea (Istanbuler Forschungen, 16), Berlin, 1943, pp. 1-6.

12! See Miklosich and Maiiller 1V, pp. 285-7.

122 Blemmydes, pp. 6-7.

123 5ee S. Eyice, ‘Le Palais byzantin de Nymphaion prés d’lzmir’, Akten des XI.
Internationalen Byzantinisten-Kongresses, Munich, 1958, pp. 150-8 ; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’,
pp- 42—4.

124 Acropolites I, pp. 27-8.
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recovered in 1224. This must have meant that meanwhile the
Nicaean Empire was cut into two unequal halves. Communi-
cation between them was either by a direct route over Mount
Olympos,'?* or, possibly, through the Latin-held territories,
since stages were fixed between Adramyttion, which was in
Latin hands, and Pergamon in Nicaean territory. !

In general, the road system of western Asia Minor was little
affected by the loss of Constantinople. The Seljuq conquest
of the greater part of Asia Minor meant that the direct routes
from Constantinople into Asia Minor became extremely
hazardous. Dorylaion (Eskisehir), the key to these routes, was
never effectively reoccupied. Byzantine expeditions against the
Seljugs tended to be concentrated along the road that led
down the Maiander valley towards Konya.!?” This develop-
ment makes the choice of Nymphaion as the capital of the
Nicaean Empire easier to understand. It lay on the main road
to the Seljuq frontier via Sardes, Philadelphia, and Tripolis.
It was also linked directly with Ephesos, at the head of the
road leading up the Maiander valley.!?® There were of course
roads linking it with Smyrna and Magnesia. These three
places were the hub of the Nicaean Empire. Nymphaion was
equally well placed for the European campaigns of John
Vatatzes and Theodore Laskaris. Lampsakos and the Helles-
pont could be reached either by way of Pergamon and
Adramyttion or by way of Kalamos, which was protected by
a fortress called Kavallares.'?® It became an important route
centre during the period.of the Nicaean Empire. It was at the
meeting-place of roads from Nymphaion, which lay a
day’s journey away,'*® from Sardes, and from Achyraous.'*!

'2* Gregoras I, p. 18, Il. 19-20; cf. Anna Comnena, XIV, v. 7: (ed. Leib), p. 168,
1l. 18-22; Cinnamus, p. 88, 1. 18-19.

126 Acropolites 11, pp. 15-16.

127 See Ramsay, Hist. Geography, pp. 78-80.

128 See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, p. 17.

129 Scutariotes, pp. 294-5.

130 See H. Golubovich, ‘Disputatio Latinorum et Graecorum seu Relatio apocrisar-
iorum Gregorii IX de gestis Nicaeae in Bithynia et Nymphaeae in Lydia 1284, Archi-
vum Franciscanum Historicum, 12 (1919), 464.

31 Acropolites I, p. 28, 1. 34; Scutariotes, pp. 294-5; A. Chroust, Quellen zur
Geschichte des Kreuzzuges Kaiser Friederichs I (Monumenta Germaniae Historica. Scrip-
tores Rerum Germanicarum, N.S. V), Berlin, 1928, p. 73, Il. 3-5. For the position

of Kalamos close to the ancient Appollonis, see Ramsay, Hist. Geography, pp. 129-30;
Tomaschek, ‘Topographie’, p. 96 ; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, p. 73.
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Along these roads and along the coasts of Asia Minor some
local trade must have been carried on, but there is very little
evidence for it. Monasteries at least found it worth their while
to obtain exemption from tolls and custom duties charged
on _imnternal trade.™ They may have been shipowners. The
monastery of St. John of Patmos was exempted from customs
duties and port taxes for two ships.!** Local trade was pre-

sumably mostly in foodstuffs, while it is_possible that there

was som t.

There were salt pans near Smyrna belonging to the state.
Their overseer was instructed by the emperor to give 200
measures of salt to the monastery of Lemviotissa each year.!*
This monastery also acquired a salt pan on its own
account.'** Its neighbours were an important member of the
metropolitan of Smyrna’s administration and a member of
a prominent Smyrniot family.!*¢ Fish, too, was an important
article of consumption. The same monastery went to a great
deal of trouble and expense to build a fish-pond (vivarion)
at the mouth of the river Hermos. It seems to have been on
a massive scale. Ditches were dug to let in water from the
Hermos and, it seems, a windmill (& é¢ dvéuov) was built, pre-
sumablyito regulate the supply of water.!3? One of the witnesses
of a dotument of 1284 concerning this fish-pond was one
Constantine Ignatios who is described as a shipowner .(nauk-
leros).'3® The. ports of the western coast of Asia Minor, of
which Smyrna was one of the most important, must each
have had some shipping engaged in coastal traffic, but this
is the only evidence of it.

There is _some evidence of foreign trade. Ships sailed to
and fro from Anaia, which served as a port for Ephesos, to the

32 Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 165—6, 183; Wilson and Darrouzés in REB 1968,
p- 21; Dolger, Reg. 1687, 1783.

133 Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 165-6, 183 ; Dolger, Reg. 1687, 1788.

13 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 284-5; Dolger, Reg. 1716, 1764, 1878, .

133 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 48-51.

136 .e. John Kampanes, sakelliou and primikerios of notaries {see Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, .
p. 118) and a member of the Petritzes family (see ibid., pp. 178—4). A certain Pith-
ianos also possessed a share in the salt pans, but nothing further is known about
him.

17 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 8, 1. 10-17, p. 17, N. 18-17, p. 21, Il. 24, pp.
240-1, 242-4.

1% Ibid., p. 244, Il 15-16.
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o) ian coast. They were probably western ships.
Among other things they served the pilgrim trade.!* Luccan
and Pisan merchants are occasionally attested at the port of
Adramyttion.!*® Goods from India and Egypt were on sale
at the market of Magnesia.!*! Foreign luxuries, such as
caviare, could be obtained by members of the Nicaean

* court.4?

The evidence for direct trade with the West is rather slight.
It is true that in 1219 Theodore I Laskaris concluded a treaty

with the Venetians of Constantinople granting them the right
of free trade within hi ini His subjects, on the other

and, were to pay customs duties when trading at Constan-
tinople.’¥ There are a retativety large number of Venetian
commercial documents surviving from the period of the Latin
Empire, but they provide absolutely no evidence that the
Venetians took advantage of this treaty.'* One of the reasons
for this must have been the attempt made by John Vatatzes
in the 1230s to drive them out of Crete.!4$

In 1234 the Venetians made a treaty with Caesar Leo
Gavalas, the ruler of Rhodes, who in the previous year had
been confronted with a Nicaean invasion of his island. The
alliance was directed against John Vatatzes. The Venetians
were to be allowed freedom of trade on the island.!#¢ Again,
there is no evidence that the Venetians ever exploited this
treaty. Nor are there any signs at this period of the flourish-
ing trade which was to exist in the fourteenth and fifteenth

139 Blemmydes, pp. 28-9; Gregory of Cyprus, p. 181, Il. 9-10, p. 183, Il. 25-8.

140w, Heyd, Histoire du commerce du Levant, 1, Amsterdam, 1959, pp. 805-6; S.
Borsari, ‘I rapporti tra Pisa e gli stati di Romania nel duecento’, RSI 67 (1955),
437-8.

4! Scutariotes, p. 286, ll. 9-12; Theodore Lascaris, pp. 98, 264-5.

142 Theodore Lascaris, p. 81, 1. 83.

143 Tafel and Thomas II, p. 206, 1. 5~19.

144 Cf. Morozzo della Rocca and A. Lombardo, Documenti del commercio veneziano
nei secoli XI-XII, 11, Turin, 1940, No. 594. This document is dated Candia, Mar.
1221. By it Giovanni Longo authorized Domenico Zane to obtain satisfaction for
a loan made the previous June by Longo to one Marco Minoto who was travelling
to Indromites (Adramyttion). This is the only sign of rade between Crete and the
ports of western Asia Minor, but at that date Adramyttion was still in Latin hands.

45 F. Thiriet, La Romanie vénitienne au mdyen age. Le dévéloppement et lexploitation
du domaine colonial vénitien (XIle—XVe sidcles) (Bibliothéque des Ecoles frangaises
d’Athénes et de Rome, 1938), Paris, 1959, pp. 97-9.

146 Tafel and Thomas II, pp. 819-22; Acropolites 1, pp. 45-6; Blemmydes, pp.
62-3.
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centuries between Crete and the” western coasts of Asia
Minor,'*” or that Chios was of much commercial importance.
Rhodes was certainly coveted by the Genoese, who seized it
for a short time in 1249, but they were driven out by a
Nicaean force which conquered the island.!48

The Genoese were to receive, at least on paper, very
generous commercial privileges in the Nicaean Empire by the

terms of the treaty of Nymphaion which they concluded in May
1261 with Michael VIII Palaiologos. ™ There are no signs
that they had previously shiown any real interest in establish-
ing trading connections with the Nicaean Empire. This was
partly because the Nicaean Empire was allied with their great
enemy, Frederick IT Hohenstaufen. It was also because dur-
ing the period of the Latin Empire and the supremacy of
Venice in the trade of Constantinople there was little direct
commerce between Genoa and Constantinople, with the
exception of a single venture of 1251.'¢ It may also have
been that while the Venetians and the Genoese had goods
to export, western Asia Minor, as yet, had few products
demanded by the West.

Another factor_that has tq be borne in mind is that the

Nicaecan Empire lay between the two major trade routes of

the eastern Mediterranean. The first was dominated by the
Venetians and led via Crete and’ Negroponte (Euboea) to
Constantinople.'*! The second led from the Crimea to Sinope
and thence across Asia Minor to the Seljuq capital of Konya.
The route continued to Antalya and Alanya on the southern

coast of Asia Minor. These ports were in direct contact with.

those of Cyprus, Syria, and Egypt.'s?

International trade was concentrated during the period ot
the Nicaean Empire at Constantinople and Konya. It is likely
that the Nicaean Empire received from these centres the
foreign goods it required. Even in the early years of the

41 Thiriet, op. cit., pp. 828-87.

4% Acropolites I, pp. 86-8.

149 Zepos, Ius, 1, pp. 488-95.

¥0M. Ballard, ‘Les Génois en Romanie entre 1204 et 1261, Recherches dans les
minutiers notariaux génois’, Mélanges d‘archéologie et d’histoire, 78 (1966), 467-501.

31 e.g. Morozzo della Rocca and Lombardo, op. cit. II, Nos. 518, 530, 537, 582,
592.

32C. Cahen, ‘Le Commerce anatolien au début du Xllle siecle’, Mélanges L.
Halphen, Paris, 1951, pp. 91-101; Pre-Ottoman Turkey, pp. 163-8.
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Nicaean Empire, when pirates made the crossing of the Bos-
phoros hazardous, merchants still made the journey from
Constantinople to Nicaea.'*?

After the Mongol invasion of Asia Minor in 1248 both
political and commercial links between the Nicaean Empire
and _the Seljugs of Rum became closer. Large amounts of
corn and other foodstuffs were exported from the Nicaean
Empire to the Seljuq territories which were apparently suffer-
ing from famine. Tl_@_@_p_()_r_tuﬂe_paid_ﬂ)r\in_g%g-m
Caravansarays were built along the roads joining Laodikea
(Denizli) to Konya and to Antalya. One was built near Lao-
dikea in 1253/4, presumably to cater for the increased traffic
between the Nicaean Empire and the Seljuq state.!’s Some
trade to the Nicaean Empire may have come directly via
Antalya without making a detour to Konya. This seems to
have been an accepted route from Thessalonica.!5¢

mgsﬁommﬁmmu%ﬁ“dﬁmme
foreign imports. His economic policy was one of autarky.”’
The idea of self-sufficiency was deeply engraved on the Byzan-
tine mentality. It was not just that the Empire ought to be
self-supporting, but that the emperor and the aristocracy
ought to be so as well. John Vatatzes’s autarkic policies had
two sides to them. On the one hand, the existing wealth of
the state was not to be squandered except in its best interests.
On one occasion John Vatatzes upbraided his son for going
out hunting dressed in silks and cloth of gold: did the prince
not realize that these were the ‘blood of the Romans’? They
were not to be wasted in amusements, but should be used
for the benefit of his subjects. They were only to be worn

for the reception of foreign ambassadors in order to impress
them with the wealth of the Empire.!*® The other si i
policy was his enactment of a sumptuary law which com-

elled his subjects to wear -produced cloth.

133 Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’, II, p. 39, 1. 17-21, pp. 44-5.

134 Gregoras I, pp. 42-3.

133 Erdmann, Das anatolische Karavansaray, 1. pp. 59-61, 67-72.

136 Acropolites 1, p. 61, 1. 15-19.

37 See D. Xanalatos, ‘Wirtschaftliche Aufbau- und Autarkiemassnahmen im XIII.
Jahrhundert (Nikanisches Reich 1204-1261), Leipziger Vierteljahrsschrift fir Siidost-

europa, 3 (1939), 129-89.
138 Pachymeres I, pp. 38-9.
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This_was designed to limit the import of cloth from the
Moslem countries and from Ialy.”™”

How successtul this—measure was is of course impossile
to say. It was aimed specifically against cloth imports, about
which thete is no information whatsoever, although it is clear
that other foreign goods continued to be_imported. On the
face of it, the Nicaean Empire must have been reasonably
self-sufficient, as the export of foodstufls to the Seljugs seems

to_show.

The gold that this #rade procured-appears to hayve been
the source of the considerable reserves of treasure that John
Vatatzes and his son Theodore II were able to build up.™™
It is therefore rather surprising that John Vatatzes was Torced
to devalue his gold coinage. According to the historian
George Pachymeres it was of only 16 carats, a fineness that
was maintained in the coinage of his son.!®' Modern analysis
has shown that the fineness of Vatatzes’s gold coinage varied
from 15 to 18 carats. The only example of Theodore II’s
gold coinage that has been analysed so far bears out Pachy-
meres’s figures.!*?> During the twelfth century the Byzantine
gold coinage was struck at a theoretical standard of 20} carats
fineness.'®* This may have been maintained in the early
gold coinage of John Vatatzes, since it is apparently not im-
possible that some gold coins of 20} carats attributed to John
IT Komnenos should be reattributed to John III Vatatzes.!%
Vatatzes’s reign therefore saw a very serious debasement of
the gold coinage. How is this to be expraimed;Whet, on the
o‘n—c%a_nd',_ms treasury was full and, on the other, there
seems from the 1240s at least to have been a healthy balance
of trade?

Bearing in mind John Vatatzes’s extremely rudimentary
economic lore, one can be sure that debasement was a question

159 Gregoras I, pp. 43—4; Délger, Reg. 1777, .

160 Pachymeres 1, pp. 68-9, p. 71, Il. 8-9; Scutariotes, p. 286, 1l. 7-8.

16t Pachymeres 11, pp. 498—4. See D. A. Zakythinos, Crise monétaire et crise économique
& Byzance du XIIle au XVe sizcle, Athens, 1948, pp. 8-9; Hendy, Coinage and Money,
pp- 246-54.

' T. Bertelé, ‘Il titolo degli iperperi della zecca di Nicea’, Thirteenth Congress of
Byzantine Studies: Supplementary Papers (Summaries), Oxford, 1966, pp. 95-7.

163 See Hendy, op. cit., pp. 14-16.

164 Ibid., p. 248.
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of necessity. It could be for no other reason than that gold
was in short supply. This was for a number of reasons.
Asia Minor does not passess any known sources of gold. The
emperors of Nicaea would have been dependent upon exist-
ing stocks that cannot in any case have been very great and
whatever gold came by way of trade. Until the 1240s when
gold started to flow in from the Seljugs, there can have been
little influx and most probably a net outflow of gold; this
would have gone in part to pay for the cloth imports that
John Vatatzes tried to stem. Another factor that has to be
borne in mind is the heavy demand of the West for gold,
which resulted in a drain of gold from Africa and the Levant
to western Europe. This culminated in 1231 in the minting
by Frederick II of the gold augustalis and in 1252 in the
almost simultaneous issue of gold coinages by Genoa and
Florence.'¢* .

It is difficult to believe that the Nicaean Empire would have
been shielded from this long-term monetary movement. One
of the terms of the treaty of Nymphaion allowed the Genoese
to export from the Nicaean Empire gold hyperpyra and Seljuq
dinars (turchifari).'*¢ The currency difficulties of the Nicaean
Empire are illustrated much earlier by one of the articles of
the 1219 treaty between Theodore I Laskaris and the Vene-
tians of Constantinople. Both parties undertook n co
one another’s coinage.“?mmm
bring some sort of order to the monetary situation prevailing
in ‘Romania’ after 1204. The main coinage in circulation was
a billon coinage issued by the Latin authorities and imitating
earlier Byzantine types.'*® This is as far as one can safely go.
One of the likely effects of this billon coinage would have
been to drive gold coins out of circulation. It is not without
interest in this connection that the Latin authorities, of Con-
stantinople derived important revenues from the melting
down and refining of gold.!®®

Even assuming that the gold stocks of the Nicaean Empire

!¢ See R. S. Lopez, ‘Back to Gold, 1252°, Economic History Review, Ser. ii. 9 (1956—
7), 219-40; A. M. Watson, ‘Back to Gold—and Silver’, ibid., Ser. ii. 20 (1967), 1-34.

166 Zepos, fus, 1, p. 294, 1. 25-6.

167 Tafel and Thomas I1, p. 207, 1l. 14-16.

'8 Hendy, Coinage and Money, pp. 191-217.

1 Acropolites I, p. 168, ll. 9-15.
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remained reasonably stable, there were other reasons why
they would have become insufficient for the needs of the
Empire.'™ Investment in land and its improvement and the
resulting return to prosperity would have begun to place a
strain_on_inelasic supplies of gold and silver. But this might
not have been as serious as the rapid expansion of govern-
ment expenditure. The unsuccessful expeditions launched
between 1230 and 1234 against Rhodes and Crete were fol-
lowed in 1235 and 1286 by the equally unsuccessful siege of
Constantinople by a joint Nicaeo-Bulgarian force. It will be
remembered that it was exactly in these years that the price
of olive trees suddenly shot up. Expenditure must have
increased still further after 1242, when the emperors of
Nicaea were involved in continual campaigning in Europe
and a large body of Latin mercenaries had to be maintained.
It is ar rhis juncmre that gold began to flow in from the
Seljuq territories and this probably allowed a stabilization
of the monetary situagon.

Debasement was the obvious solution to a lack of ready
cash. There would be the profit made on the debasement as
well as the usual profits of the mint. In this connection it
is interesting that, although Nicaean coins appear to have cir-
culated in relatively small numbers, the Nicaean emperors
issued a very large number of different types.!"

Debasement of the coinage was not necessarily a disaster.
It may even have been one of the conditions of continued
agricultural expansion. It would have been a way of meeting
the resulting need for an increasing supply of currency. De- -
basement was not the only solution to a lack of ready cash
on the part of the government. Another was to shift as much
government expenditure as possible on to the primary pro-
ducer by means of grantsoF state rights and revenues to_sol-
diers and_members of the aristocracy (pronoiai) and by paying
a Jarger proportion of their allowances in kind (siteresia).

As might have been expected, the economy of the Nicaean
Empire was more primitive than that of the fallen Byzantine

"0 See C. Cipolla, ‘Currency Depreciation in Medieval Europe’, in S. Thrupp (ed.),
Change in Medieval Society: Europe North of the Alps (1050-1500), London, 1965, pp.
227-86, esp. p. 228.

!t See Hendy, Coinage and Money, p. 224.
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Empire and on a far smaller scale. It was mainly agricultural
and largely untouched by the direct currents of international
trade. Its coinage was not only debased, but its volume was
much smaller than that of the pre-1204 Byzantine coinage.
Unlike the latter, it was not of much importance as an inter-
national medium of exchange.

The Byzantine coinage had been one of the instruments by
which the emperors of Byzantium were able to impose a

degree of ecanomic unity on the lands bordering the Aegean.

This in turn was one of the foundations of the strength of
the Empire. Thigwﬁﬂmww
period of exile. The region broke up into a number of units,
‘more or less self-contained, where a local currency circulated.
John Vatatzes condoned this situation by corntinuing to issue a
separate Thessalonican coinage after his conquest of the city
in 1246.'72

The break-up of the economic unity of the Byzantine
Empire was already being prepared by developments in the
wwelfth century. On the one hand, Constantinople’s central
role in the Byzantine economy was slightly undermined by
the flowering of provincial centres which appears to have
been the result of Latin penetration of the internal trade of
the Empire; on the other, the provinces became increasingly
alienated from Constantinople as a result 6f the government’s
‘arsh fiscal policies as it sought out new sources of revenue.
Tt’m‘fgll of Constantinople that made these trends ir-
reversible. The recovery of Constantinople did not lead to a
renewal of the economic unity of the Aegean region. Instead,
it placed new burdens upon the Anatolian provinces which
they could not meet.

72 Hendy, Coinage and Money, pp. 290-5.

VII

THE STRUCTURE OF RURAL SOCIETY
IN THE NICAEAN EMPIRE

The period of exile saw a decisive stage in what has been
called the ‘feudalization’ of the Byzantine state. Qutwardly, it
was_a_pro e became the basis of
‘the organization.of rural saciety. Its roots can be traced back
to the ninth century, when the growth of great estates began
to undermine the integri the free peasant commune
which had dominated the rural society of the Byzantine
Empire for the preceding two hundred years. At first, the
imperial government was determined to resist a development
that appeared to weaken the very foundations of the state,
but in the course of the eleventh century it began to come
to terms with the growth of the great estate.

This change in the direction of government policy became
evident after Alexios I Komnenos (1081-1118) had ascended
the-throne. Two_features of his agrarian policies were of par-
ticular importance for the development of Byzantine society.
One was negative: he continued_a_policy of according a
degree of immunity (exkousseia) to the great landowners from
the payment of taxes_to the imperial treasury and from the
interference of the imperial administration. [t did not neces-
sarily entail the grant of a complete immunity. The other
feature was more positive and more clearly marks a new
departure: public rights and revenues were granted to private
individuals. These grants might only be temporary in which
case they were called pronoiai or oikonomiai; or they might be
of a more permanent nature and led to the establishment of
franchises known as ktemata or zeugelateia.!

These two different kinds of immunities continued to exist

! See KaZdan, Agrarnye Otnosenija, pp. 95-9; G. Ostrogorskij, ‘Pour Ihistoire de
I'immunité & Byzance’, B 28 (1958), 165-254 ; H. Glykatzi-Ahrweiler, ‘La Concession
des droits incorporels. Donations conditionnelles’, Actes du XIIe Congres International
d’Etudes Byzantines, Ohrid, 1961, 11, Belgrade, 1964, pp. 108-14; D. Angelov, ‘Die
bulgarischen Linder und das bulgarische Volk in den Grenzen des byzantinischen
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side by side throughout the later history of the Byzantine
Empire. Men continued to build up estates by the traditional
means of purchase and marriage alliances; and, in the case
of the Church, by the soliciting of gifts as well. There was
perhaps a tendency for the different kinds of immunities to
be assimilated to one another, since a landowner did not
necessarily possess only property enjoying the same kind of
privileged status. If he exercised public authority over part
of his estates, it was natural that he should try to_extend this

r1v11’— e to

It was the alienation of public authority that was decisive
for the shaping of late Byzantine society; for it created a new
and superior interest in property. A private individual was
now interposed between the subject and the state; a new layer
was added to the accretion of rights and obligations that pro-
vided the framework of Byzantine society. The nature and
direction of change within late Byzantine society was to be
determined to a large degree by how this new layer modified,
and was modified by, the earlier deposits.

It is possible that the alienation of public authority had
still not gone very far by the end of the twelfth century. It
was not yet particularly common to grant pronoiai in return
for military service.? Franchises were scattered with no great
regularity through the provinces of the Empire. Their great-
est concentration appears to have been in the Peloponnese
and mainland Greece.® In western Asia Minor there seem to
have been very few outside the Maiander valley, where the
Kontostephanos and Kammytzes families among others held
franchises.* Around Smyrna the Constantinopolitan monas-
tery of the Pantokrator may have succeeded in converting one
of its estates into a franchise;* and the patriarchate and the
monastery of Rouphianon possibly held franchises as well.

Reiches im XI.—XII. Jahrhundert (1018—1185)’, Thirteenth Congress of Byzantine Studies:
Main Papers V, Oxford, 1966, pp. 5-8.

?See P. Lemerle, ‘Recherches sur le régime agraire 4 Byzance: la terre militaire
a I'époque des Comnénes’, Cahiers de Civilisation Médiévale, 2 (1959), 265-81; A.
Hohlweg, ‘Zur Frage der Pronoia in Byzanz’, BZ 60 (1967), 288—308.

3 Tafel and Thomas 1, p. 258, Il. 7-10, p. 264, Il 2-7, p. 267, II. 84, pp. 469-72;
486-7.

“Ibid., p. 479, Il 3—4.

$ Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 184-5.
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Otherwise, the countryside around Smyrna was dominated by
the patrimonial estates of local landowners, of whom the
Metropolitan of Smyrna was probably the most important,
while the communal rights of several villages appear to have
survived intact.®

It is often assumed that the growth of privileged estates
was the root cause of the Empire’s weakness in the last years
_of the twelfth century. Indirectly, this may have been the case.
The impe erial government was forced to _cy;ci)‘[ou its remaining
sources of revenue ever more re ruthlessly, This _was__a__causc_.oﬁ

[, P

the alienation of the provinces from the central government.
e 1o e
in another way: they were granted in the main to members
of the imperial house and of the great court families, as well
as to Constantinopolitan monasteries. In other words, it was

another way in which the provinces were oppressed by Con-

stantinople. The disorder that reigned in the provinees-was
to a great extent a reaction against central authority; it must
be remembered that two of its most determined opponents
at the turn of the twelfth century were Leo Sgouros in the
Argolid and Theodore Mangaphas at Philadelphia. Both were
representatives of local families and interests; neither

belonged to the court aristocracy.”

The immediate legacy bequeathed by the House of Angelos
to Theodore I Laskaris was a state of anarchy. This was ren-
dered still worse in western Asia Minor by a series of foreign
invasions. Peasants and landowners alike took advantage of
the situation to_appropria
dubious claims.* The wholesale seizure of property brought
into existence a tangle of conflicting claims; their solution
was to be one of the most pressing administrative tasks that
faced the emperors of Nicaea. It was begun under Theodore
I Laskaris and was to all intents and purposes completed
during the reign of his successor, John Vatatzes. The result
was not only a considerable redistribution of property, but

¢See H. Glykatzi-Ahrweiler, ‘La Politique agraire des empereurs de Nicée’, B 28
(1958), 54-5.

"See Nicetas Choniates, pp. 5224, 799-807; Staduniiller, Michael Choniates, pp.
179-88; A. Bon, Le Péloponndse byzantin, pp. 178—4, 204-5.

® See Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 217-18, 290-5; ibid. VI, pp. 176-9; Wilson
and Darrouzés in REB 26 (1968), 18—15, 19-20.
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also the alienation of public rights on a very large scale. This
was_part and parcel of the restoration of order in the
countryside, but in the process a decisive step was taken in
the “feudalization” of the state.

At first, it did not run counter to imperial interests. Theo-
dore I Laskaris_was able to secure possession of extensive
estates in western Asia Minor which had formerly been the
property of Constanunopolitan monasteries. Both the vil-
[age of Var1 near Smyrna, which had belonged to the monas-
tery of the Pantokrator, and the estate of Pyrgos at the mouth
of the river Maiander ion of the monas-
tery of Panachrantos in Constantinople, were brought un
state control.’ 1t would seem that much property without a
clear owner must have passed into the hands of the state.
There are even hints that the emperors of Nicaea proceeded
with a policy of forefeiting to the state all the land they
needed.’?

The exact extent of the crown lands of the emperors of
Nicaea is impossible to ascertain. Contemporaries lay great
emphasis on their considerable size.'!'" An enumeration of
imperial estates attested in the sources does not lead to any
definite conclusion, except that they were widely scattered
over western Asia Minor.!? Near Smyrna it would seem that
the Crown ceased to be one of the greatest landowners about
the year 1234, when extensive lands from the imperial estates
of Palatia were granted to the monastery of Lemviotissa'? and
perhaps to members of the court aristocracy.'*

The emperors of Nicaea certainly disposed of sufficient
property to grant out estates and were also able to create
pronoiai and franchises. The historian Theodore Skoutariotes
attributed the extension of pronoiai and franchises that
occurred during the period of exile to the work of John

Vatatzes.'S In general terms, he may well be correct, but

s Miklosich and Maller IV, pp. 185-7, 217—18; ibid. VI, pp. 176-9, 180-2.

% Gregoras I, p. 42, 1. 1-6.

"' 1bid. ; Pachymeres 1, p. 69, ll. 5-7; Scutariotes, p. 286, 1l. 22-5.

2 See Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 142-4, 146-8, 175-6; ibid. VI, pp. 204-5,
227-9, p. 211, 1l. 19-28; H. Grégoire, Recueil des inscriptions grecques chrétiennes d’Asie
Mineure, 1. Paris, 1922, p. 119.

!* Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 9, 1l. 18-19, pp. 1424, 146-8.

1 Ibid., pp. 252-8, 284-5.

!* Scutariotes, p. 286, 1. 18-22.
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pronotat had already been created along the coasts of western
Asia Minor under Theodore I Laskaris.'® Around Smyrna
only a single pronoia is attested during the reign of Theodore
I Laskaris.!” At least in district th tio
on a large scale seems to have been left to his successor.!®
Pronoiar normally consisted_of the grant of revenues and
services owed by the inhabitants of a particular district, but
they could be made up of other rights belonging to the state.
Rights over the river Hermos near Smyrna, for mstance, went
to form pronoiai during the period of exile. The source from
which a pronoia-holder derived his revenue is perhaps not as
important as the difference in the size of the revenues granted.
Some pronoiai were of modest proportions. They were granted
to_stratiota; serving in the imperial army and by the end of

the period of exile their value may have been standardized
at_forty hyperpyra per annum."” More valuable pronotai prob-
ably went to those serving in the lower ranks of the imperial
administration, such as vestiaritai.2° Western mercenaries seem
to have been generously rewarded by the Nicaean govern-
ment. The ‘imperial liege knight’ Syrgares held no fewer than
three villages in pronoia in the neighbourhood of Smyrna
about the year 1280.2' Pronoiai were therefore employed as
a_means of financing both the administration and the army;
the widespread_use of the pronoia for this end was almost cer-
tainly an innovation of the period of exile. Pronoiai were also
granted to members of the aristocracy and even to members

of the imperial family. A village near the mouth of the river

Maiander was granted in pronoia to George Komnenos

16 Sée Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 166, 1. 11-12, p. 178, 1l. 33—-4.

'"j.e. the village of Vari, which was granted before 1207 to the imperial vestiarites
Basil Vlatteros (Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 185-7, 217-18).

¥ The following holders of pronoiai are attested in the Smyrna district (1222-61):
Nicholas Adam, knight, ¢. 1260 (Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 79, 91-2); John
Alopos, prokathemenos of Smyrna, ¢. 1285 (ibid., pp. 86-9); Michael Angelos, stratiotes,
c. 1259 (ibid., p. 241); Constantine Kalegopoulos, vestiarites, stratiotes, ¢. 1234 (ibid.,
p. 242); Kadianos, vestiarites, c. 1239—46 (ibid., pp. 54, 247); Monomachos, stratiotes,
¢. 1239 (ibid., p. 157); Michael Petritzes, stratiotes, c. 1257 (ibid., pp. 69~72); Syrgdres,
‘imperial liege knight’, ¢. 1230 (ibid., p- 7, L. 11, pp. 8642, 61, 81-2, 135); Vary-
cheir, stratiotes, ¢. 1259 (ibid., pp. 153-5).

19 See Pachymeresl p. 18, 1P 14-15.

20 See above, note 18.

2 See Glykatzi-Ahrweiler in B 28 (1958), 58.




126 ECONOMY AND SOCIETY

Angelos, who is described as the Emperor Michael VIII
Palaiologos’s uncle.??

The holders of pronoiai therefore represented a broad social
spectrum. They ranged from the uncle of an emperor to men
from the lowest ranks of society.?* The irascible Nikephoros
Blemmydes came into conflict with a stratiotes called Skordyl-
lios who held a pronoia near Ephesos. He had originally been
an innkeeper.?* Around Smyrna it seems to have been more
usual for the holders of pronoiai to come from families long
established in the region. This became increasingly the case
as the thirteenth century wore on. Some of the pronoia-holders
came from familj at possessed quite substantial estates.?’

Franchises too appeared in increasing numbers in the
region of Smyrna during the period of exile. As far as one
can tell, none of the great aristocratic families had been
established inr the district before 1204. In the course of John
Vatatzes’s reign members of the Tarchaneiotes, Vranas,
Philes, Doukas, Gavalas, and Zagaromates families all
acquired rights of property around Smyrna.?¢ They must have
been introduced into the region by John Vatatzes, who made
near-by Nymphaion the capital of his Empire.?’

The structure of their estates only becomes clearer after
1261, But by then purchases of property and the accident
of inheritance had often obscured the nature of the original
grants of property made by the emperors of Nicaea. They,
appear to have been of two kinds: the grant of a zeugelateion
and the concession of a ktema. The former was essentially the
grant of a block of demesne land. Its exact size was always
given.?® The holder enjoyed a complete immunity; and an
peasants WM%&%

Such grants were almost certainly in perpetuity.’® The Keema

22 Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 212-14.

3 Cf. Nicetas Choniates, p. 278, 1. 3-8. * Theodore Lascaris, pp. 298-9.

# e.g. the Planites and Petritzes families; sec Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 178—4.

26 See Glykauzi-Ahrweiler in B 28 (1958), 59-60.

*e.g. the prolovestiarites George Zagaromates was granted a zeugelateion near
Smyrna by John Vatawes shorty before 1285 (see Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 11,
1l. 18-19, pp. 282-3).

**See H. Delehaye, Deux typika byzantins de Iépoque des Paléologues, Brussels, 1921,
p- 181, 1l 18-21; Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 1424 ; 282-8, 285-6.

# Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 9, 1l. 18-19, p. 20, 11. 18-14, p. 24, 1L 1-2.

%0 1bid., pp. 285-6; cf. ibid., pp. 233—4.
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was a grant of state revenues and rights. Its value is always
given in hyperpyra; its size is seldom recorded.?!

Ktemata were franchises in the fullest sense. Their holders
were forced to establish their own administrations.32 In prac-
tice, they were often content to take over existing village insti-
tutions; in some cases, this led to a blurring of the exact
nature of the franchise. The village of Panaretos, to the east
of, Smyrna, originally formed part of Syrgares’s pronoia. After
his death it passed into the possession of the noblewoman
Eirene Vranaina. A dispute involving two of her peasants
was brought before her to be settled. She sent the case to the
village court for judgement. The guilty party was threatened
with a fine, but it was ra be payable not to her, but to the
state.>®

A rather clearer picture of the structure of the great estate
and the privileges it might énjoy can be obtained from an
examination of the grants made by the emperors of Nicaea
to the Church. We have already seen that these were on a
great scale.’* This was a reflection of the need the emperors
felt for ecclesiastical suppart, hoth morally_through the act
of prayer and perhaps practically as a balance to the aristo-
cracy. Among John Vatatzes’s foundations was the monastery
of Lemviotissa near Smyrna. Since this monastery is not
marked out by contemporaries as a foundation of particular
significance, the benefactions it received from the emperors
of Nicaea were presumably not very lavish in comparison
with those made to more favoured foundations. The basic
endowment of the monastery was a single village—that of
Vari—which had previously constituted the pronoia of Basil
Vlatteros.** John Vatatzes supplemented this with other gifts
of land, particularly from the imperial estates of Palatia;*
and he bought for it the monastery of St. George Exokastrites
outside the walls of the old castle of Smyrna.}? Smaller
benefactions came from peasants and landowners. Often

’ See Delebaye, op. cit., p. 181, 1. 4-18, p. 182, 1l 8-16, 17-20.
*2 See below, p. 259.

% Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 80—4 esp. p. 83, Il. 14-15.

3 See above, pp. 47-8.

% Miklosich and Miller IV, pp. 1+4.

% Ibid., pp. 142-5, 146-50.

7 1bid., pp. 433\d.
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these were nothing more than a few olive trees or a field.
Occasionally they were more substantial. The monastery was
also rich enough to round off its possessions by buying u

_property in the ne1g\h%Eh_om'““"'-_’—4_’Lg-‘p

"~ The foundation charter of the monastery was provided by
a chrysobull of 1228. Its rights of full ownership (despotikon
dikaion) of its properties were confirmed and it was to enjoy
an immunity (exkousseia) for them. It was thereby exempted
from the payment of taxes and dues and from the perfor-
mance of various services to the state, with the exception of
the payment of the two chief taxes, which were known as sitar-
kia and agape.’® in 1232 the dependency of St. George Exo-
kastrites was freed from the paym .nt of sitarkia;* and there
is no longer any question of the payment of sitarkia and agape
in the chrysobull issued to the monastery in 1235, or in any
of its subsequent chrysobulls. It therefore seems safe to con-
clude that by 1235 the monastery wa €ly exempted
from the payment ol taxes to the state. A preliminary step
towards this appears to have been taken by the imperial ad-
ministration in the previous year when it fixed the taxes and
services dummm@mwl.“

It was carefully laid down in the monastery’s chrysobulls
that it was not simply the monastery that was exempted from
the payment of taxes to the state, but also the peasants settled
on its estates. In 1227 the abbot was o_settle some
landless peasants on properties belonging to _his monastery.
Tmmgmarma
of taxes, including those of sitarkia and agape.*' It was also
specified in the monastery’s chrysobulls that not only sheep
belonging to the monastery, but also sheep belonging to
its peasantry were exempted from a pasturage tax called
ennomion.*?

The monastery was also exempted from the payment of
the profits of justice (aer) due on the village of Vari.*? This
presumably meant that it possessed full jurisdiction over the

38 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 3—4.

¥ Ibid., pp. 45-6.

“0 Ibid., pp. 182-3.

4 Ibid., pp. 248-9.

42 1bid,, p. 17, Il. 27-80.
4 bid., p. 4, 1. 6, p. 17, 1. 30, p. 21, 1. 22.
P P
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village. After 1235 the Lemviotissa estates were ‘cut off’ from
the surrounding administrative district and the imperial ad-
ministration was forbidden access to them.** Even so, the
monks were obliged to obtain imperial permission to carry
out a survey of their estates; this then had to receive imperial
confirmation.** In this way, the emperor was able to keep
a check on the rights which had been granted away.

How typical this pattern of privileges was is of course im-
possible to tell. But it is interesting to note how the process
begins as the grant of a degree of immunity from_taxation
for a particular estate and ends as a complete franchise from
which the Tmpérial “adrministrationn was to be entirely ex-
cluded. Although there may be a legal basis for the distinc-
tion of different kinds of immunities, there was no such clear
distinction in practice; the government was under strong
pressure to allow a tax immunity to be converted into a full
franchise.

The period of exile therefore saw not only a large-scale
redistribution of property, but with this went the creation of
franchises and immunities comprising administrative and fiscal
rights. It is a process that can be seen most clearly around
the city of Smyrna, but it was also happening in other parts
of western Asia Minor: in the Maiander valley,*¢ on the island
of Cos,*” and around the city of Nicaea.*®

Its impact perhaps only began to be felt from about the
middle of John Vatatzes’s reign; and its full effect only
became clear after the recovery of Constantinople. About the
year 1235 landholding in the region of Smyrna still retained
some of the features it had possessed before 1204. Some vil-
lages still maintained their communal rights;* and the local
landowners appear to have held on to their famlly estates.’?
They formed a tightly knit group, united by marriage ties.
The Gordatos family which owned considerable property at

4 Ibid. IV, p. 224, 1l. 30-1, p. 251, 11, 11-18.

4 1bid. 1V, p. 221, 1l. 3-6.

4 Ibid. VI, pp. 176-9, 195-6, 201-2.

4 Ibid., pp. 208-10.

48 Zepos, ITus 1, pp. 661-2. Cf. Delehaye, Typica, pp. 131-4.

“ e.g. Mantaia, Rouze, Petra, Prinovari (see Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 6-16).

*®¢.g. Levounes, Phagomodes, Petritzes, Artavasdes, Alethinos, Lestes, Mantei-
{anos) (see ibid.).
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Mantaia near Smyrna was allied with two other prominent
local families, the Thrakeses and the Petritzes.

THE GORDATOS, PETRITZES, ANDTHRAKESES

FAMILIES*!
Martha Thrakesina® = Manuel Thrak 8 Na= Gordatos®
nun, died 1281 7.1232-6 fl.c.1230
Michael Angelos® = Anna™ Na=C: Doukas Synad: Theodors Gordatos® = Anna
stratiotes. f1,1258  //.1264 -81 #.1274 died ¢.1280

George Petritzes® = Maria
stratiotes, /1. 1280 3

The members of these families played an active part in local
affairs. Some held positi i ’

emetropolitan of Smyrna’s

administration; some_entered imperial service; increasingly
ey became stratiotai holding pronoiai.s°

~During the period of €xile they seem to have been able
to resist the. encroachments of the new landowners, but the
underlyihg weakness of their position became clear after
1261. Their family estates were broken up and passed into
the hands of the new-comers. Sometimes this occurred as the
result of a marriage with one of the incoming families,*!
sometimes as the result of brute force,2 sometimes because
the family decided to sell off its estates.®® In some cases, this

)

31 See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 170, 1784, 177.

52 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 94-5, 106, 112-18.

s 1bid., p. 59.

%4 Ibid., p. 8.

% Ibid., pp. 241, 244.

¢ Ibid., pp. 94, 106, 112, 169, 244.

571bid., p. 106.

3% Ibid., pp. 118, 125-6, 126-8.

5 Ibid., pp. 99-101, 180-1.

t See pp. 125-6 and note 18.

¢! Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 181, 1I. 1-2. Cf. ibid., p. 12, Il. 24-5, 31.

¢ Ibid., pp. 102-3.

6 See ibid., pp. 78-4, 130-1. In the plain of Memaniomenos the monastery of
Lemviotissa acquired property from the Kaloeidas, Petritzes, Thrakeses, and Tyr-
annos families between 1266 and 1287 (ibid., pp. 102-3, 159-60, 161-3, 169-75).
It had made no purchases in this region before 1261.
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was because they were getting ‘into debt. George Chryso-
verges, a member of an old-established family, was forced to
borrow 14 lb. of silver from a member of the Vranas family.
When he died about the year 1281 his widow was not able
to repay the sum.® In the 1260s a stratiotes called George
Petritzes was forced to borrow from the monks of Lemviotissa
in order to equip himself properly.é* Parallel with the indeb-
tedness of some of the old families w increasing impo-
verishment of local monasteries, which were forced to seek
the protection of the more powerful imperial foundations. 5
The peasantry were clearly more vulnerable than the Tocal
nobility. Before 1204 some peasant families in the neighbour-

hood of Smyrna were reéasonably well off, at least in terms

of land, while some appear to
of the local nobility.5” As we have seen, some communal

rights had also been preserved. In the first instance, pronoiai

and franchises were to a large extent created out of these
communal rights.® Later, the incoming landowners began to
compete for the patrimonial property of the various peasant
familiés. Before 1261 their activities tended to be concen-
trated on property in the plain of Memaniomenos. It was
only after 1261 that they began to penetrate the hilly region
to the east of Smyrna.®® The huying.eut-of peasantry does
not necessarily mean that they were especially poor or
oppressed. The gr cat landom.m_smply..n.w:f_v_mi
‘position_to_exploit the peasant land market. The ownership
‘of adjoining p e Tights of pre-emption and
they made full use of these to buy up peasant property.”

Kz Ibid., pp. 114-15.

¢ Ibid., p. 161, II. 214,

¢ e.g. the monastery of Eerinon (ibid., pp. 170-1). Cf. A. Visijakova, ‘Khozjajst-
vegnaja organizatsija monastyrja Lemviotissy’, V¥ 25 (1927), 86.

“"e.g. the Kolelos family (see Miklosich and Muiller IV, pp. 287-8), the Kretikos
or Dermatas family (see ibid., pp. 150-8, 155-7, 1589, 168-5, 174), and the
Gounaropoulos family (see ibid., pp. 188-7, 191-6, 200—1). See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’,
pp. 116, 171.

¢ e.g. the communal rights of Prinovari were still in existence in 1285 (see Miklo-
sich and Miller 1V, pp. 15-16), but soon afterwards they became part of the fran-
chise of the Vranas family (ibid., pp. 225-6).

 e.g. Theodore Komnenos Vranas appears to have been buying up property on
a large scale in the region of Mantaia in the 1270s (ibid., pp. 81, 78, 956, 118-15,
122, 136).

™ See ibid., pp. 55-6, 115-17, 155-7.
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The peasantry were certainly under such pressure to sell their
land that sales were sometimes revoked and a new transaction
begun.” In some cases, peasants appear to have been paid
inﬁated prices by landowners who were anxious to round off
their property.”

The period of exile saw the beginning of important
changes in the distribution of property in western Asia

Minor. Meémbers of the court aristocracy were first granted
property rights by the emperors in the region and then began

to buy up property from local people, both landowners and

peasantry. The introduction of this new class of landowners
does not appear to have had very serious consequences for
the local nobility untl after 1261, when many of them got
into debt and began to sell off their estates. Entry into im-
perial service and the conversion of family estates into
pronoiai provided a less and less adequate defence against
the encroachment of the new-comers. For the peasantry the
consequences of these changes were more immediate. The
new landowners were not only acquiring peasant property on
what seems to have been a large scale; the creation of fran-
chises and pronoiai also affected the status of the peasants
settled on these lands. They now owed their taxes and Jabour
services to the holders of these grants; they became their par-
othoi_or_dependent peasants. In other words, the holders of
these grants acquired rights of lordship over the peasantry.
At first, this may have meant little change in their way of
life. The dues and labour services which they owed their new
lord were fixed by the state and cannot have been very differ-
ent from those that they had previously owed to the state.™
The new lord was normally obliged to establish his own ad-
ministration,’ but, as far as justice was concerned, it seems to
have been usual for him to work through the existing village
institutions.” The peasants’ subjection to a lord brought with
it one benefit in particular: they acquired a patron who

™ Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 115-17, 155-7, 165-9.

" e.g. the monastery of Lemviotissa was buying up arable land at Vari at a price
of approximately 1 hyperpyron the modios, ¢. 122550, and in some cases paying an
annual rent (epiteleia) as well (see ibid., pp- 191-2, 195-8, 2001, 205).

" See Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 182-8; Délger, Reg. 1740.

™ See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 162-8.

* See below, pp. 259, 263.
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would support them in their quarrels with neighbouring vil-
lages and landowners. On occasions, he might represent
them before the imperial administration.”s It is also true that,
as peasants settled on privileged property, they escaped much
‘of the oppression associated with the imperial adminis-
ration. There was of course a gloomier side to the picture.
The dependants of a great landowner were only too ready
to take advantage of his prestige to pursue their own quar-
rels, by force if need be. About the year 1241 the notary of
a village near Smyrna used the power of his lord, the Grand
droungarios Gavalas, to dispossess a peasant of some property
he had bought.”

There are signs, on the other hand, that the peasantry
found subjection to a lord increasingly irksome. By 1244 par-
oikoi on the Lemviotissa estates were_abandoning their hold-
ings and seeking refuge in neighbouring towns and villages.”®
In the years after the recovery of Constantinople they began
to withhold rent and labonr_services from the monastery.’®
One example, in particular, illustrates the disquiet occa-
sioned by the prospect of reduction to the status of a depen-
dent peasant. In March 1242 the monk Maximos Planites,
who was the head of an important local family, gave the
monastery of Lemviotissa the family estate. His brother and
his mother were to have a life interest in half the estate and
were to pay the monastery an annual rent (epitelesmos) of 1}
hyperpyra. They were to come under the monastery’s protec-
tion, but it was stipulated that they were not to be considered

| paroikoi of the monastery. The monastery was not entitled to

demand from them any of the incidents connected with
dependent status.®
What did dependent status entail for a peasant? How did
it differentiate him from other peasants? First of all, there
is difficulty of terminology. Paroikos is a general term which
simply indicated dependent status; and it has been argued
that in the course of the twelfth century it came to be used
" Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 41-8.
" Ibid., pp. 165-9. For the dating of this incident, see ibid., PP 254-5; Dolger,
L1772,
Reg‘ Mililzosich and Mtiller 1V, pp. 261-2; Délger, Reg. 1784.

" Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 255-6; Délger, Reg. 2004A.
*% Miklosich and Miller IV, pp. 66-9.
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for peasants in general. Peasants settled outside privileged
roper wld_antomatically be paroikoi of the state (demo-

sitakor paroikoi).®* In 1235 some of the inhabitants of Mantaia
near Smyrna were so described.®* The state was quite at
liberty to grant away its rights over its paroikoi to the holders
of franchises and pronoia:.®* In 1209 an inhabitant of Mantaia
called john Poleas was paying his taxes directly to the state.®
By 1228 he had become a parotkos of the pronoia-holder
Syrgares.??

It cannot be assumed that the status of state paroikoi and
that of other paroikoi was therefore identical. In the eyes of
the state there was a dividing line between peasants who paid
their taxes (telos) to the state and those who paid a morte or
tithe to the holders of privileged property or, under certain
circumstances, to agents of the state.®® The former held their

property by heredi right; the i eory,-had no
ereditary rights in the Jand they cultivated. This belonged

in _full ownership (despotikon dikaion) to the Tord who received

their uthe.

This ruling was made by the Emperor Michael VIII Palaio-
logos in 1262 apropos of a property dispute involving the
monastery of St. John of Patmos. He presumably intended
it to serve as a guideline for the imperial administration in
the settling of disputes over peasant property that had come
to form part of a privileged estate. It is unlikely that the
distinction drawn in this ruling corresponded to the real
condition of peasant property, but was rather a deliberate
simplification.

Paroikot continued to act as though their holdin ined
théir_hereditary—property and disposed of it freely. Their

*1 See Ostrogorskij, Paysannerie, pp. 20—4.

82 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 38, 1. 29.

* e.g. ibid. VI, pp. 254-5.

% Ibid. IV, p. 121, L. 16.

* Ibid., p. 81, 1. 11-83.

% It might be argued on the basis of this ruling that state paroikoi were paroikoi
paying morte to agents of the state, as opposed to other peasants who continued
to pay telos to the state. Since the evidence is so fragmentary and since the distinctions
drawn in the ruling are rather artificial, it would be rash to dismiss the argument
out of hand. Against it is an example from the early fourteenth century which shows
state paroikoi paying telos to the state (Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 254-5).

* Ibid., pp. 210~14; Dolger, Reg. 1912.
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lords appear to have accepted this situdtion.3® ayment
of morte was certainly taken during the period of exile as a
Wus,” but there are also examples of par-
otkor payimg iT"10Tds telos.®® This was a public charge and
represented the basic taxation owed by a peasant household
to the state.®' It was these revenues that often went to create a
franchise or a pronoia. Telos would now be paid by the peasant
to his lord, rather than to the state. Morte, on the other
hand, was a rent of a private character. There are a number
of examples of peasants who had illegally sown fields belong-
ing to the monastery of Lemviotissa being ordered to pay
the monastery a morte.? It seems possible that the purpose
behind the distinction drawn in the ruling between telos and
morte was to emphasize that what had originally been a public
charge had been converted into a private rent. It also empha-
sized that real rights of ownership lay not with the peasant,
but with his lord.

The reality was more complicated. Peasants did not hold
property only in a single village nor was it conveniently sub-
ject to a single lord. The dividing line beswsen—peasants
owing taxes to the state and those settled on privileged prop-
efty would not be a clear one. At first, the creaton of a
franchise or a pronoia would have had little effect on peasant
society. They were outwardly fiscal devices whereby the state
transferred some of its revenues to a private individual. The
mmplications of these grants for the peasantry remained to
be worked out.*® Traditioni"and the organizafion of peasant
society indicated that the peasantry would retain a consider-
able degree of independence. Administrative and judicial
conveni demanded that the condition of the peasant and

1s property should be carefully regulated; and this meant
defining more exactly the nature of the subjecuon of a paroikos
to his lord. The Tesult of these cotintervailing tendencies was

% See Ostrogorskij, Paysannerie, pp. 45-52; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 89-40.

# Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 85, 1. 18, p. 39, . 6, p. 40, L. 13.

9 1bid., p. 7, IL. 1-18, pp. 182-8; ibid. VI, pp. 208-10, pp. 254--5.

9t See N. G. Svoronos, Recherches sur le cadastre byzantin et la fiscalité aux Xle et XIle
siécles, Paris, 1959, pp. 189—41; Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, pp. 810-12.

92 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 145, L. 18, p. 218, L. 8, p. 220, L. 1, p. 281, . 84ff.,
p. 285, 1l. 9-24, p. 254, L. 81.

% See Kazdan, Agramye Otnolenija, pp. 101-2.
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a_considerable degree of uncertainty as to the rights that a
ord could exercise over his paroiko.
The problem was twofold : what rights did a lord have over

the person of one of his paroikoi and what rights did he pos-
sess over his property? Theoretically, the personal status of

a_paroikos approached serfdom. He was granted to his lord
Wr__iLeJleS_muere&mbandon his holding;?% and

is lord could dispose of him as he liked. In May 1261 the
widow of the panhypersevastos George Zagaromates gave one

of her paroikoi to the monastery of Lemviotissa together with
all the rights that she possessed over him through her prak-

tikon.*S mjhwwe
considered as objects of property, but it also shows that the
l)_‘?_wslchich-a-lerdw-pessessed.oxenms,,g_qrozkoz WET€e Nnot com-
Pletely arbitrary. They were laid. down in the prakfikon granted

to a landowner by the imperial administration. This was an
official Tecord of the property,.rights, and revenues that a

lord possessed.”?

The rights of justice that a lord possessed over his paroikoi
arr‘g\ﬁ‘#ﬁmﬁmﬁmr—zwm
of paroikoi taking some quarrel before their lord ;% and with
the grant of a franchise often went the profits of justice.?
But this did not mean that the peasantry were denied access
to the imperial law courts. In July 1285 the inhabitants of
the village of Potamou near Smyrna, who were paroikoi of the
‘imperial knight’ Syrgares, petitioned the Emperor John
Vatatzes directly for a settlement of a dispute that they had
with the monastery of Lemviotissa over the hamlet of
Sphournou.'® It is true that two vyears later Syrgares
appeared on their behalf in the imperial court,'®* but this
only seems to emphasize the confusion that existed over a
W. It 1s possible that, as individuals,

% Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 195, 1l. 20-1.

% Ibid. IV, pp. 261-2; Dolger, Reg. 1784.

% Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 286, ll. 11-26.

°1 See Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, pp. 259fF. ; Délger, Finanzverwaltung, pp. 100-2; Scor-
onos, Le Cadastre de Thébes, pp. 59—63.

%8 See Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 80+4.

*® See Kazdan, Agrarnye Otnosenija, pp. 96, 98-9; Ostrogorskij in B 28 (1958), 287ff.

1%9Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 87, 1l. 18-24.

10 Ibid., pp. 41-8.
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parotkoi were justiciable before their lord, but, as a com-
munity, continued to have access to the public courts.

As we have seen, the ruling of 1262 laid down that the hold-
ing of a parotkos belonged to his lord; and it was certainly
the case in the thirteenth century that the holders of fran-
chises and pronoiai claimed and won disputed property on the
grounds that it belonged to one of their paroikoi.'°? Again,
the legal position does not do full justice to the complexities

of peasant Iife. As Tongas a paroikos performed his obligatiors
to_his lord, he appears ‘to have had security of tenure. In

some ways, his rights of ownership were more far-reaching
than this suggests. As we have seen, a lord could-not preyent
his paroikor buyi elling praperty. All he demanded was
that the purchaser of property belonging to one of his paroikos
should assume the latter’s responsibilities for it. This meant,
in practice, not that the new owner became a parotkos, but
that hie paid the lord a rent called an epiteleia. This was paid
theoretically at a rate equivalent to the property’s original

fiscal assessment.!93
This due appears for the first time during the period of

exile and provided an excellent instrument for adaptng the
i ciated with franchises and pronoiai e

existing structure of property.!®* At the same time, it meant
that Tordship became Tnore complex. It was possible for a
paroikos to sell off all the property he held on his lord’s
estates. This would presumably have meant that the lord
would have had greater difficulty in exacting his rights, but
sometimes it might suit a great landowner to have paroikoi
settled outside his estates. Paroiko: belonging to the monastery
of Lemviotissa lived in Smyrna and others belonging to Nea
Mone were settled at the port of Chios. They owed their lords
rent and labour services.!® These constituted the real bond
between lord and paroikes. In theory, it implied that paroikoi
were entirely subject to their Tord’s will; in_practice, they
telamed_a considerable degree of independence. -

This contrast must have been the cause of considerable

192 Ihid., pp. 69-72, 98—, 165-9.

193 See H. Glykatzi, ‘L’Epitéleia dans le cartulaire de Lemviotissa’, B 24 (1954),
72-6, 87-90. :

104 See below, pp. 228-31.

105 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 2-8, p. 20, 1. 22-8; ibid. V, p. 11, .. 18-20.
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friction ‘between the lord and his peasantry. Landowners
might seek the help of the administration against their recal-
citrant peasantry.'® As the ruling of 1262 shaws, the gavern-
ment defined the legal rights that a lord had over his peasan-
try and their property in a way that favoured the former.
Certainly, in_Jegal terms, the m%w#gm
appear to have deteriorated in the course ol the thifteen
century.

What subjection to a lord meant in real terms for a peasant
during the period of exile cannot be known, for there is
scarcely any evidence about the total rent that a lord re-
ceived from a paroikos; and hardly anything is known about
the nature and the number of corvées performed by a paroikos
in the course of a year. The praktika of the fourteenth century
show that they varied adcording to the substance of each par-
otkos. The peasantry were not a_homogeneous group; there
were great variations in wealth and property.™’

An impression of these differences can be derived from the
division of the peasantry, for fiscal and administrative pur-
poses, into four classes: zeugaratoi, voidatoi, aktemones, and
aporot, depending upon the amount of land and the number
of beasts that they possessed. The first two classes possessed
regular holdings called zeugaria and voidata respectively. Their
exact size varied. In origin, they corresponded to the amount
of land that could be worked with the aid of a yoke of oxen
or a single ox. The zeugaratoi would normally possess a yoke
of oxen and_the uoidafor-a—smgle-ox_ Lhe_aktemones and_the

~aporoi_did not possess regular holdings nor was it usual usual for
them to _have any plough beasts.!%®

Aktemon and aporos were hiscal terms. The peasants belong-
ing to these classes are to be identified with the labourers
who are frequently attested during the period of exile. Some-
times they are called labourers (douleutai), sometimes hired
men (misthio), sometimes even hired labourers {misthioi douleu-
tai). They were usually paroikoi. During the period of exile

1% Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 2556, 261-2; Dolger, Reg. 1784, 2004A.

197 See Ostrogorskij, Feodalité, pp. 812-22; Kaidan, Agramye Otnoienija, pp. 170-6.

1% See Ostrogorskij, Paysannerie, pp. 29-80; F. Délger, Byranz und die europdische
Staatenwelt, Eual, 1958, pp. 226-7; Oikonomides, in REB 22 (1964), p. 160, 1L 17~
19, pp. 169-70.
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the monasteries of Lemviotissa,'®™ St. John of Patmos,!!° and
Nea Mone!!! all possessed hired labourers. They must have
been employed to work the demesne Jand. In some cases an
estate would be worked entirely by labourers; there would be
no %arozkoz settled there with regular holdings. Labourers may
not have possessed any regular holdings on theirlards’ estates,
but they were housed with rheir families and they possessed
some property. They were expected to pay their lords a
small money rent and to perform labour services as well.!!?

Hf%)gﬁwmmlmlongeda{g«shat.dass of peasants
called ‘free_and unknown to_the administration’.!'* These

were not free peasants as opposed to paroikoi, but vagabonds
and refugees.!'* They possessed no property and they had no
settled abode. As a result, they were not inscribed in any tax
registers. The prominence of this class during the period of
exile must reflect the dislocation of society that followed the
fall of Constantinople.!'* In 1227 Abbot Gerasimos was
allowed to settle members of this class on the Lemviotissa
estates;''® and in 1260 others who were established on these
estates were confirmed in the monastery’s possession.'!” It

Wmﬁpeammmmﬂwe
€ state’s control, the government was willing to grant them
G T Tandownsrs on_whose-cstatesthey were settled. In thi
way_they were brought back into_the administrative fggme-
work: of the state.

In: the twelfth century the state kept a very careful check
on the numbers of peasants seftled oMt esTATes of great

| Tandowners."® The open-handedness with which the

199 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 215, 1. 1, p. 288, 1. 28.

"01bid. VI, pp. 182-8, 208-10; the praktikon of Constantine Diogenes, duke of
the islands of Leros and Kalymnos, of Sept. 1254. This document is unpublished.
Professor Nikos Oikonomides of the University of Montreal very kindly let me con-
sult a transcript which he had made of it.

11 Miklosich and Miiller V, p. 11, 1l. 18-26.

12 See ibid. VI, p. 182, ll. 28-80, pp. 208~10; praktikon of Constantine Diogenes.
'1? Miklosich and Miller VI, pp. 179-80, 200, 1. 21. See Kazdan, Agrarnye Otnoienija,
pp. 134-6.

14 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 222-8; Dolger, Reg. 1884. See Ostrogorskij, Pay-
sannerie, p. 42; id., Féodalité, pp. 330—47.

15 e.g. Oikonomides in REB 25 (1967), 125, II. 14-15.

116 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 248-9; Délger, Reg. 1715.

17 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 222~8 ; Dolger, Reg. 1884.

1% e.g. Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 817-18.
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emperors of Nicaea granted away landless peasants has been
taken as a sign that the control exercised by the state over
the great estates was being relaxed.!!® It is not a view that can
easily be accepted. The state had good reason for allawing
the settlement of unspecified numbers of landless_peasants
ON the great monastic_estates. It was a way of bringing
order imto the countryside. It did not mean that the imperial
administration did not keep a close watch on the rights that
the state possessed over peasants and their property.i2® The
principle that a landowner was only entitled to the number
of parotkoi registered in his praktikon was not abandoned. In
1268 a list was drawn up of the peasants settled on the
Patmos estates on the islands of Cos and Leros. Two reasons
were given for doing this: it ensured, on the one hand,
that the monastery would make no further additions to its
labour force and, on the other, that the state would not
deprive the monastery of any of the peasants to which it was
entitled.!?!

The_emperors of Nicaea kept equally strict control over
the rights and revenues granted out in pronoia. The principle
T— : .
that @ pronioia was a possession of the state and not the heredi-

tary property of its holder was strictly maintained under the

emperors of Nicaea until almost the very end of the period
of exile. Despite the stubborn resistance of the heirs of Basil
Vlatteros, the village of Vari which had formed his pronsia
passed as an imperial donation to the monastery of Lemvio-
tissa.'*? Syrgares’s pronoia was broken up and granted out to

others.'?* It is possible to trace how a pronoia constituted of |

the rights and revenues accruing from a stretch of the river
Hermos near Smyrna passed from the wvestiarites Kalego-
poulos to another vestiarites Kadianos and finally to the stra-

tiotes Michael Angelos.!?* ver as

further strengthened during the period of exile as a result |

of a decision made in June 1233 by John Vatatzes’s chief
minister Demetrios Tornikes. This made it illegal for paroikoi

19 See Ostrogorskij, Paysannerie, pp. 34-5.

120 e.g. Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 85-6.

131 fhid, VI, p. 215, IL. 7-10.

122 gee Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 194-5.

123 See Glykawi-Ahrweiler in B 28 (1958), 58.

124 See Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 28944, 247.
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settled on_a pronoia to alienate their property to the pronoia-
holder; for this practice had led to_the conversion of prop-
erty which should have remained under the_state’s control

into the hereditary possession of the pronoia-holder.!?5
Michael Palaiologos abandoned the strict control that the
emperors ol Nicaea had exercised over pronoiai and great
mnsure the success of his usurpation, he was forced
to buy the support of the most influential sections of society.
The privileges of the monasteries'?® and of the great aristo-
cracy*"were conirmed and extended. The principle that a
pronoia was merely a femporary grant nas ¢.state was
replaced by the understandin§ that it might become the heredi-
tary property of its holder.’® At a period of great weakness,
the government was not able to resist the mounting pressure
for the relaxat;gg_m_sta,ne_cqn_tml@_vgr_landc_ci‘p_r_ggergz. This
pressure was itself the consequence of the rising expectations
of the army and aristocracy which grew out of the agrarian
1 of the emperqrs of Nicaea.
In the short term, there can be little doubt that these poli-
cies were beneficial to the state. Means had to be found to
support an army and an administration at a time when the
revenues available to the state were limited; and a modus

vivendi with the aristocracy had to be established. The grant-
ing out of state righmt
way_of achievin% these ends. It explains why the emperors
of Nicaea were able to harness the limited resources of their
state so effectively, but this state of affairs would only last
as long as the imperial administration was able to maintain
a degree of control over the rights and revenues that had
been granted away.

The emperors of Nicaea did not initiate the policy of
ceding public rights and revenues. They were only following
a line of policy laid down by the emperors of the House of

Komnenos, but in western Asia Minor they carried it through
on a much greater scale than had ever been contemplated

1% See ibid., pp. 198-200; Délger, Reg. 1784 ; Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, pp. 65-9.

126 See G. Rouillard, ‘La Politique de Michel VIII Paléologue 4 I’égard des monas-
teres’, EB 1 (1948), 78-4.

127 Pachymeres 1, p. 97, 1. 15-18.

¢ 1bid., p. 97, Il. 18-22; Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, pp. 93-6.
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before. Its effects on the structure of society were therefore

much more far-reaching. It produced changes in soci t
were_inimical to continui@“ﬂ{}bm—gﬁ
revenues that had been rempnrar:ihlL aliepated, Landowners
turned the_ right to collect taxes and exact labour services

from the peasantry_into rights of lordship over their per-
sons and property. The great estate replaced the village
as_the basis of the organizationl © . This pro-
cess of interposing a new layer of authority between the
state and the subject has been termed the ‘feudalization’ of
the Byzantine state. If it has to be thought of in terms of
western European feudalism, it comes much closer to the
‘bastard feudalism’ of the later Middle Ages than to the
‘classic feudalism’ of the High Middle Ages. It was essen-

‘“ tially the rights of lordship accruing_fm.a.gra.n.%te

IEVenues.
e development of late Byzantine society went counter to
the long-standing traditions of autocratic government. The
administrative structure of the state began to change in re-
sponse to the ‘feudalization’ of society. As more public auth-
ority came into private hands, there was less and less need
for a highly déveloped bureaucracy; and the emperor was
forced to associate the aristocracy in_government. At the
“same time, in order to protect himself and the imperial
prerogative, the emperor had to control the apparatus of
government all the more closely through his own servants.
This again pointed to the need for a simpler structure of the
inistration.

The contradiction between autocracy and an aristocratic
structure of society was now brought into the heart of
government. It was to be one of the chief sources of weakness
of the later Byzantine Empire. The agrarian policies of the
emperors of Nicaea did not create this contradiction, but
their long-term effects were to exacerbate it. Ironically, these
policies were to provide, in the short run, a basis for recon-
ciling these opposing tendencies in government and society.
The emperors of Nicaea gained the benefits of their policies.
It was left to their successors to discover their drawbacks, for
the full effect of the large-scale creation of franchises and
pronotai was not felt in western Asia Minor until after 1261.
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MMWHJWdominate rural
society. During the period of exile society remained much
better balanced. The traditions of the village community and
the entrenched position of the local nobility held back the
advance of the great estate. This was a state of affairs that

favoured reasonably effective imperial administration.




PART IV

THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION




INTRODUCTION. THE RESTORATION OF
' CENTRAL GOVERNMENT

The loss of Constantinople in 1204 entailed the loss of the
central organs of government together with the administrative
archives. This marks a break in Byzantine history, but not a
complete break. The Nicaean administration was founded on
institutions existing before 1204.

The Byzantine administrative system of the twelfth century
owed its structure to the reforms of Alexios I Komnenos
(1081-1118). They were characterized by a tendency to greater
centralization.! Instead of a number of treasuries, the vestiarion
or wardrobe became the sole central treasury. The whole of
the financial administration was subordinated to the Grand
Logariast,® while the remainder of the civil service came
under the newly created office of the logothete of the sekreta.?
The sekreta or administrative agencies provided the basic
framework of the central administration. Each was respon-
sible for a different aspect of administration, kept its own
archives, and produced such imperial documents as related
to its field of competence.

Outside the framework of the sekreta there lay what might
be called the imperial ‘cabinet’. Its core was the private
imperial chancery at the head of which was the protasekretis.

Its members also included the epi tow kanikleiou, the mystikos, -

and the epi ton deeseon. They were formally engaged in the pro-
duction of imperial chrysobulls, but this meant in practice
that they wielded great power in the government.*

Even closer to the emperor stood the mesazon or ‘inter-
mediary’. This title, first attested in the mid-eleventh century,
was descriptive of a function and did not give its holder any rank
in the court hierarchy. The mesazon is perhaps best described
in the twelfth century as a kind of imperial private secretary

! See, in general, Ahrweiler, Byzance et la mer, pp. 200-5.
* See Dolger, Finanzverwaltung, pp. 15, 17-18, 26-7.
*See Ch. Diehl, ‘Un Haut Fonctionnaire byzantin, le logothéte (tdw oexpéraw),
Mélanges offerts & M. Nicolas lorga, Paris, 1983, pp. 217-27.
* Dolger, Byz. Diplomatik, pp. 61-4.
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responsible for the dispatch of the emperor’s administrative
business. In practice, he often acted as a chief minister.

The loss of the central organs of government in 1204 was
not irreparable. In the first place, the area of the Nicaean
Empire was considerably smaller than that of the fallen
Byzantine Empire; in the second, although the central ad-
ministrative archives had been destroyed, those of the provin-
cial administration almost certainly survived. Finally, the
1mper1al ‘cabinet’ formed an adequate basis for the restora-
tion of the central administration. This obvious' adminis-
trative expedient was to leave its stamp not only on the ad-
ministration of the Nicaean Empire, but also on that of the
restored Byzantine Empire after 1261. The central administra-
tion lost its bureaucratic structure and came to depend ever
more strictly on the person of the emperor.

It is possible to trace the steps by which Theodore I Las-
karis rebuilt the central administration at Nicaea. At first, he
relied very heavily upon members of his immediate family
and also upon the officers of his household, such as the stew-
ard (epi tes trapezes)® and the keeper of the wardrobe (protovesti-
arios).” To these must be added the holders of the offices
of epi tou kanikleiou® and of mystikos,® which now seem to be
firmly attached to the imperial household. They are all found
carrying out missions for the emperor in the provinces, lay-
ing the foundations for the restoration of central government.

This restoration must have begun soon after Theodore I
Laskaris had brought the local rulers to heel. This he
achieved in the course of 1205 and 1206. From June 1207
comes the earliest surviving product of the Nicaean chancery.
This is an imperial rescript dealing with disputed property
in the region of Smyrna.'® The experiences of the historian

5 See H.-G. Beck, ‘Der byzantinische ‘“Ministerprisident’’, BZ 48 (1955), 821-7;
J. Verpeaux, ‘Contribution i I’étude de I'administration byzantine: é pecd(wv’, BS
16 (1955), 270-8.

§ Oikonomides in REB 25 (1967), 120, 1l. 19-21.

1 E. Miller, Recueil des historiens des croisades. Historiens grecs I1, Paris, 1881, pp. 664-5.

*Wilson and Darrouzds in REB 26 (1968), 14, 1l. 5~7. The epi tou kanikleiou Basil
Chrysomalles is specifically mentioned here as an sikeios of the emperor, that is a
member of the imperial household.

9 Oikonomides in REB 25 (1967), 125, 1. 4=5, 17-18. The mystikos is described
as panoikeiotatos to the emperor.

19 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 217-18; Ddlger, Reg. 1676.
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and former Grand Logothete Niketas Choniates tend to sup-
port the view that by about the year 1207 a Nicaean govern-
ment began to be firmly established. He arrived at Nicaea
in 1206 expecting to find a place waiting for him at the court
of Theodore Laskaris. Instead, he met with what he con-
sidered a total lack of regard for his learning and admini-
strative experience. He was reduced, he claimed, to near star-
vation. In desperation, he sought the favour of a former
patron, Basil Kamateros,!* who was now the power behind
the throne.!? At first, Kamateros rebuffed him, but within a
year he-had become the official rhetor of the Nicaean court.
At the same time, he was probably raised to the high judicial

t office that he held at the time of his death, which occurred
{ about the year 1214.'* He was also made head of the

emperor’s chamber.!* Choniates’s career at Nicaea appears

t to show that by about the year 1207 Theodore Laskaris had
t need of trained administrators.

Soon some permanent fiscal and judicial institutions came

L to be added to the rudiments of a household administration.
i The office of Grand Logothete, before 1204 the head of the
¢ civil service, reappears. In 1216 a dispute involving the

monastery of St. Paul in Latros and the inhabitants of the

} town of Sampson was heard before the Grand Logothete

John Strategopoulos at a tribunal held in the imperial court.

b Among those assisting at this tribunal was a secretary of the
¢ imperial wardrobe.!® At about the same time, Demetrios

Tornikes became Theodore Laskaris’s mesazon.' The main

 features of the Nicaean central government now appear to be -
E present. The mesazon acted as chief minister and co-ordinated
¥ the administration. There was-a division between the fiscal
L administration, which was centred on the wardrobe, and the
| other aspects of the administration. Apart from the wardrobe
b there were no institutions distinct from the imperial court.
k The sekreta were never re-established. The civil service, such
F as it was, comprised the imperial secretaries who were

1E. Miller, op. cit, pp. 662—6.

'2 See Michael Choniates 11, p. 258, 1l. 3-6.

3 See ibid. I, p. 857, L. 25; II, p. 825, 1. 18-15.

41bid. I, p. 845, 1l. 28-82.

'* Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 290-5, esp. p. 290, 1l. 10-11.
‘6 Ibid. VI, pp. 176-9; Michael Choniates II, pp. 856-7.
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attached to the court and possibly some members of the
imperial household (oikeioz).

Administrative continuity between the reign of Theodore
I Laskaris and that of his successor John Vataizes was ensured
by the mesazon Demetrios Tornikes and by Andronikos
Palaiologos, who had been appointed Grand Domestic—and
thus commander-in-chief of the army—by Theodore Las-
karis.!” They continued in their posts under John Vatatzes
until the time of their deaths, which by a curious coincidence
occurred in the same year, 1247.'* Their deaths, following
so closely upon the Nicaean conquests in Macedonia, made
necessary some degree of reorganization in the central ad-
ministration.!* Other reforms were contemplated by John
Vatatzes’s son, Theodore II Laskaris, but essentially the cen-
tral government of the Nicaecan Empire continued in the
tnould laid down by his grandfather.

17 Gregoras I, p. 69, Il. 11-12.
18 Acropolites I, pp. 88—4, p. 93, IL. 10~11.
19 1bid., p. 91, Il 1-5.

VIII

THE EMPEROR AND HOUSEHOLD
GOVERNMENT

Care for my troops rouses me from my bed at day-break. I receive ambassa-
dors in audience during the morning and then I inspect the army. I devote
the middle of the day to my studies. Afterwards, mounted on horseback, I
receive the petitions of those who have not been able to join others within
the gates of the palace. In the evening I execute judgements . . . and at night
busy myself with the details of the campaign.!

This description of how Theodore II Laskaris spent his day
gives an insight into the part which the emperor played in day-
to-day administration. There is little more that can be added,
except that the emperors of Nicaea were—John IV Laskaris
must obviously be excluded—very able men who supervised
the running of their government very carefully.

They naturally supposed that the policies they formulated
and the decisions they took were in the best interests of the
Empire. At the same time, they must also have been influenced
by various groups and individuals. Virtually nothing is known

-~ about the different factions at court, but the pressure brought

to bear upon the emperor by individuals is often apparent.

E The people who had most influence with the emperor do not
. always seem to have held the highest offices. Nikephoros

Blemmydes is one example; Michael Palaiologos’s sister
Eulogia another. Blemmydes does not appear to have repre-
sented any particular interest at court, but Eulogia collected

t around her a group of men who were instrumental in for-
i warding Michael Palaiologos’s usurpation.?

Although the emperor was not impervious to outside pres-

b sures, he normally relied for counsel on a small picked body
b of advisers (ekkritoi, logades) drawn from the upper ranks of
b the court” hierarchy. For much of John Vatatzes’s reign this
powerful inner council seems to have consisted of the mesazon

! Theodore Lascaris, p. 58, 1. 63-75.
* Pachymeres I, pp. 127-9, 166-7.
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Demetrios Tornikes and the Grand Domestic and com-
mander-in-chief Andronikos Palaiologos.?

In September 1246 John Vatatzes learnt of the death of
the Bulgarian tsar. He called together his chief advisers; and
it was the Grand Domestic who urged the immediate invasion
of the Bulgarian territories in Macedonia.*

Theodore II’s inner council certainly included the protovesti-
arites Karyanites,® his favourites the protostrator John Angelos$
and the Mouzalon brothers, and from time to time George
Akropolites.’

At times of crisis the emperor appears to have assembled
the chief office-holders and generals in full court. This is what
happened at the beginning of Theodore II’s reign when such
a council was summoned to debate what measures should be
taken to counter the Bulgarian invasion of Macedonia. George
Mouzalon’s proposal that the emperor should immediately
embark upon an expedition against the Bulgarians was
accepted.® But at one point in the winter of 1255—6 this cam-
paign seemed to be on the verge of disaster. Theodore called
together a council consisting not only of the Byzantine
generals present, but also of the commanders of the Latin
and Kouman contingents. They advised him to retreat. He
agreed to consider this proposal and went away to his
chamber to discuss it with his closest advisers. The emperor
finally came down on the side of those who wished to con-
tinue the advance.®

The imperial court was also called together by the emperor
to act as a tribunal to hear the cases of high treason.'® Its
composition and procedure varied from occasion to occa-
sion. It was normally constituted by the chief magistrates and
commanders who happened to be present with the emperor.
On at least one occasion the patriarch and the episcopal
bench were also invited to attend.!'" The emperor acted as

3 Acropolites 1, p. 66, 11. 14ff.

4 1bid., pp. 784.

5 Ibid., p. 159, 1l 19-21.

§ Ibid., p. 160, 1. 10-15.

7Ibid., p. 128, Il. 1920, pp. 184-5.

® Ibid., pp. 109—~11; Scutariotes, p. 291, 1l. 16~19.

? Acropolites I, pp. 120-1.

19 Scutariotes, p. 278, Il. 6-10; Acropolites I, pp. 92-100; Blemmydes, pp. 49-50.
" Blemnmydes, p. 49, 1l. 10-16.
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president, but he could delegate his authority to a panel of
judges.'? It was usual for the emperor to appoint a prosecu-
tor, but there were occasions when Theodore II Laskaris
acted as public prosecutor.!?

As we have already seen, the imperial court in its consulta-
tive and judicial aspects was almost certainly identical with
the senate. One can also see that its powers were limited.
The final decision always remained with the emperor. He was
not obliged to act upon its advice nor were its decisions as
a court of law binding upon the emperor.!* Essentially, it
was called by the emperor to sound out opinion. On the
other hand, the occasions on which it was called were fairly well
defined. Trials for treason seem to have come before it as a
matter of course while serious matters of foreign policy appear
to have been referred to it. When the Seljuq sultan asked for
Nicaean aid against his brother, Theodore II's immediate
reaction was to seek the advice of a council (boule).'*

The court met as a council or a tribunal wherever the
emperor happened to be. Michael Palaiologos was tried for
treason at Philippi in Macedonia, for example.'® The
imperial court, or at least an important part of it, accom-
panied the emperor on his travels and campaigns. Many of
the great festivals of the year were celebrated away from the
imperial palace of Nymphaion, although it was usual to
return there during the winter months.!?

The imperial court was the centre of the administration,
but this produced certain difficulties after the Nicaean con-
quest of Macedonia. While John Vatatzes was campaigning in
Europe, his son Theodore was left behind as viceroy of the
Asiatic provinces.'* When Theodore became emperor and
had to campaign in Europe, he appointed his favourite
George Mouzalon viceroy.!® As viceroy Theodore appears to

12 Acropolites I, p. 93, 1l. 8-9, p. 99, 1l. 6-10.

' Pachymeres I, p. 88, ll. 2-8. The metropolitan of Philadelphia Phokas appears
to have acted as prosecutor in Michael Palaiologos’s trial for treason (Acropolites I,

. 96-1).

PP“ Blen:mydes, pp. 49-50.

'3 Pachymeres II, pp. 610-11.

'¢ Acropolites 1, p. 92, 1. 26.

" 1bid., p. 68, Il. 1-2, p. 85, 1l. 1-2, pp. 175-6; Andreeva, Oterki, pp. 55-60.

'* Acropolites I, p. 67, 1l. 3-10, p. 71, 1. 20.
' Scutariotes, p. 292, Il. 3—4; Sathas VII, p. 518.
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have travelled extensively through the provinces of Asia
Minor.?° The only fixed institution appears to have been the
wardrobe or vestiarion which controlled the fiscal administra-
tion. It was not attached to the imperial court but was per-
manently housed in the city of Magnesia.!

Untl the administrative reforms that Michael Palaiologos
carried out when he first became emperor, the vestiarion
remained the only distinct administrative institution. The
imperial court was not divided into definite administrative
departments. It is possible to see emerging a rudimentary
chancery organization, but much day-to-day administrative
and judicial business was simply delegated by the emperor
to whomsoever happened to be at hand.?? Such an unsys-
tematized structure of administration clearly had its disadvan-
tages. As Michael Palaiologos had learnt to his cost, imperial
justice could be very arbitrary.?* He therefore created a tri-
bunal known as the imperial sekreton to serve as the chief
organ of justice.?*

The nucleus of the imperial court was provided by the
imperial household. This consisted of the great household
officers, such as the protovestiarios, the steward (epi tes trapezes),
the butler (pinkernes), and the chamberlain (parakoimomenos).
These offices were originally reserved for eunuchs, but since
‘the twelfth century they had come to be held by members
of the upper nobility.?* Under the emperors of Nicaea the
holders of these offices were entrusted with important mili-
tary commands.?é Beneath them came the lesser household
officers and the ordinary members of the household (oikeioi).

Under the emperors of Nicaea the members of the imperial
household came to play an essential role in administration.
They provided one of the links between the central govern-
ment and the provinces. They were entrusted with a variety
of missions. Sometimes these appear to have involved only

2 See Andreeva, Oterki, p. 101.

2 Scutariotes, p. 286, 1. 7=8; Pachymeres I, p. 68, 1l. 4-8, p. 71, 11. 8-9.

2 Acropolites 1, p. 91, 1. 1-5.

2 Ibid., pp. 99-100.

24 Pachymeres 1, p. 92, Il. 2-8; V. Laurent, Les Bulles métriques dans la sigillographie
byzantine, Athens, 1932, No. 728.

# R. Guilland, ‘Fonctions et dignités des eunuques’, EB 2 (1944), 202.

* See above, p. 62, below, p. 182 and n. 4.
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temporary responsibilities;?’ others” were of a more per-
manent nature. Under the Laskarids every recorded duke or
governor-of the theme of Thrakesion was a member of ‘the
imperial household. Even the Butler John Kantakouzenos
held- this office during the 1240s,?® while another household
offiecer, the Chamberlain Alexios Krateros, was involved in
many aspects of provincial administration over a period that
stretches from before 1216 to at least 1227.2°

THE MESAZON

This system of government was co-ordinated and supervised
for much of the period of exile by the mesazon Demetrios Tor-
nikes. He came from a family of Armenian origin.® His
father and his grandfather had been men of considerable
influence in the administration of the Angeloi.*® He was
related by marriage to the Palaiologoi; and his family
became one of the most powerful at Nicaea. It derived great
prestige from the singular title of ‘Beloved Brother of the
Emperor’ that John Vatatzes had bestowed upon him.’? He
was one of the central figures of the Nicaean court.

Demetrios Tornikes is described as oikonomos ton koinon by
the historian George Akropolites.’* This has given rise to the
belief that this was the title of a new office specially created
for Tornikes. It has recently been shown that it was simply
a description of the function he performed in the government
of the Nicaean Empire.** It can mean little more than ‘the
administrator of public affairs’, in other words chief minister.
It was an unofficial position and seems to have been dis-
tinguished from his role as mesazon.3*

*’See Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 215-16; VI, pp. 201-2; Délger, Reg. 1802,
1871A.

2 Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 144-5. » Ibid., p. 140.

**N. Adontz, ‘Les Taronites i Byzance’, B 11 (1986), 80—44; Darrouzés in REB
23 (1965), 149, 152-5, 168, 165-7.

*'His grandfather held the office of epi tou kanikiciou and later the office of
logothete of the drome; his father held the latter office at the time of the fall of
Constantinople (see Dolger, Byz. Diplomatik, p. 55; Darrouzés in REB 26 {1968),
p. 96, n. 8, p. 108, n. 22).

32 Pachymeres I, p. 64, Il. 14-17.

** Acropolites I, p. 90, 1. 24, p. 93, 1. 20.
#R.-]. Loenertz, ‘Le Chancelier impérial 4 Byzance au XIVe et au XlIlle siécles’,

k. 0CP 26 (1960), 298-9.

3 Acropolites 1, p. 66, Il. 15-16.
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dore Laskaris, in the hope that thé emperor might see fit
to provide him with comforts to cheer his exile on the island
of Keos.*?

The mesazon’s role as a mediator between emperor and

people gave him a central role in the government largely
because of a practice that lay at the heart of late Byzantine
administration, and one that presumably became more wide-
spread with the disappearance of the administrative depart-
ments. It was normal for a person who believed himself to
be wronged to petition the emperor directly, and to obtain
an imperial order instructing an appropriate official of the
provincial administration to examine the complaint.** Simi-
larly, the emperor might be petitioned for the grant of some
favour or for the confirmation of privileges, even on one
occasion for the confirmation of a man’s will.# Petitioning,
as in most medieval administrations, was the usual means by
which the wheels of government were set in motion.
Some of the imperial orders which were issued in response
to a petition bear a dia-formula.** In 1216, for example, two
monks of the monastery of St. John the Theologian on the
island of Patmos brought an imperial order to the Chamber-
lain Alexios Krateros. It was endorsed: ‘through Demetrios
Tornikes’, and it instructed him to hand over to the monas-
tery an important estate.*® A similar example concerns the
Lemviotissa monastery. By a deed of 1227 the governor of
Smyrna handed over to it a dependency in the city. Incorpor-
ated at the beginning of this document is an imperial order
instructing him to carry this out. It too is endorsed, ‘through
Demetrios Tornikes’.#” This order has also been copied
separately into the cartulary. It does not bear any dia-
- formula.*®

A mesazon was not necessarily chief minister. In 1259, for
instance, this position was held by Andronikos Tornikes,
but there is absolutely nothing to suggest that he was also
chief minister. On the other hand, the specific functions of
the mesazon gave him a central role in late Byzantine admini-
stration. A key to an understanding of these functions is
provided by the dia-formulae found on a large number of
documents emanating from the imperial chancery from the
twelfth century onwards.??

On all such documents which have been preserved in the
original the formula simply consists of the word ‘through’
(dia), followed by the name of an official. For instance, the
Patmos archives have preserved an original imperial order
(horismos) of April 1244 which bears. the simple formula:
‘through Demetrios Tornikes’.*® In contrast, the majority of
those dia-formulae which bear Tornikes’s name and which
have been preserved in the cartulary of the monastery of
Lemviotissa, run as follows: ‘signed below, as is the custom
for the mesazontes: through Demetrios Tornikes’.**> On one
occasion, an even longer formula is employed: ‘notice given
through Demetrios Tornikes, as is the custom of those
mediating (mesazontes) imperial responsibilities and require-
ments’.** It is apparent that the longer dia-formulae preserved
in the Lemviotissa cartulary are the work of a copyist anxious
to make plain the significance of the dia-formulae.

They support Professor Délger’s contention*! that the dia-
formulae preserve the names of officials responsible for inter-
vening with the emperor on behalf of petitioners. They also
show that this was the mesazon’s specific function. As the name
has always suggested, the mesazon acted as an intermediary
between the emperor and his subjects. Demetrios Tornikes
received a letter about the year 1217 from the exiled Arch-
bishop of Athens, Michael Choniates. He is addressed as
mesazon and implored to intervene with the Emperor Theo-

“*Michael Choniates 1I, pp. 856-7. For the dating see G. Stadtmuiller, Michael
Choniates, p. 266.

“ e.g. Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 86-9; Délger, Reg. 1750—1.

“ Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 58, 1. 27-8.

[ “° See Dolger, Reg. 1296, 1340, 1428, 1489, 1570, 1686, 1641, 171417, 1727, 1788,
E 1734, 1739, 1755, 1770, 1788, 1866, 1871, 1877, 1913A, 1985, 2121, 2181, 2208,
¢ 2512, 2519~20, 2534, 2588, 2577,

¢ **Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 176-9. For the dating of this document, see H.
. Glykazi-Ahrweiler, ‘Note additionelle sur la politique agraire des empereurs de
| Nicée’, B 28 (1958), 185.

*"Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 45, 1. 2-8.  “*1bid., pp. 48—4; Déolger, Reg. 1717,

3¢ Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 222.

3"F. Dolger and J. Karayannopulos, Byzantinische Urkundenlehre (Handbuch der
Altertumswissenschaft XI1. 8.1), Munich, 1968, pp. 87-8.

3 Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 183; Délger, Reg. 1788.

3 Miklosich and Muiller IV, pp. 45, 145, 200, 220, 241, 249, 250, 284.

#1bid., p. 189, IL. 6-10.

“'F. Dolger, Aus den Schatzkammern des Heiligen Berges, Munich, 1948, I, p. 28, n. 4.
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The exact reason for this omission defies explanation.
Possibly it was just an oversight on the part of the copyist.
What it does show is that, at least in the Lemviotissa cartu-
lary, the original endorsement of an imperial order with a
dia-formula has not always survived. This slightly weakens the
contention that, since only a small proportion of imperial
documents are so endorsed, the dia-formula can only denote
unofficial intervention on behalf of a petitioner by some
official.#

There could certainly be unofhicial intervention with the
emperor. On at least two occasions, Nikephoros Blemmydes
interceded with Theodore II Laskaris to obtain favours for
his friends.*® But all the evidence points to the conclusion
that the position of mesazon was at the very least a semi-
official function with reasonably well-defined duties. The
presence of the dia-formula seems to indicate that the mesazon
had a very important part to play in dealing with petitions
presented to the emperor. He was not simply the receiver
of petitions. This was the job of the epi ton deeseon.’! The only
real possibility is that he assisted the emperor in trying the
petitions. The dia-formula would then indicate ¢ither imperial
orders dictated by the mesazon or this in itself might mean
that the petition had been tried by the mesazon without refer-
ence to the emperor.

The dispatch of petitions must have provided the mesazon

with the bulk of his work, but the dia-formula is not simply’

limited to documents issued by the imperial chancery in re-
sponse to petitions. It is also found on imperial legislation®?
and on treaties with foreign powers.** This is good evidence
that the mesazon assisted the emperor in all aspects of his
administrative work.

Demetrios Tornikes exercised very broad powers in the ad-
ministration that at times appear to have gone beyond the

functions of a mesazon. In April 1234 Tornikes sent a dispatch -

in his own name to a governor of Smyrna, instructing him

4 Délger, Schatzkammem, p. 28, n. 4.

%0 Theodore Lascaris, p. 308, Il. 10~18, pp. 305-6.

$'R. Guilland, ‘Etudes sur I'histoire administrative de I'Empire byzantin: le maitre
des requétes. ‘O énl T@v berfoewy’, B 35 (1965), 99-100.

%2 Délger, Reg. 1465-6.

* Ibid. 2026, 2104.
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to hand over land from some imperial estates to the monas-
tery of Lemviotissa. This task had originally been entrusted
by the Emperor John Vatatzes to the Duke of Thrakesion
John Doukas Kourtikes. He was unable to carry it out, as
he was employed elsewhere on imperial business.** In normal
circumstances, one would have expected an imperial order
to have been sent to the governor of Smyrna, not a dispatch
from Tornikes. It shows that at times the mesazon could take
decisions without reference to the emperor.

The emperor also delegated judicial work to Tornikes. In
the 1280s he was responsible for giving judgement in two
long-standing disputes over property involving the monastery
of Lemviotissa. They had already been the object of
numetrous petitions to the emperor by all the parties con-
cerned. The provincial authorities were instructed to look
into their complaints and, if need be, try the cases. They were
not able to produce satisfactory decisions. These disputes
were therefore brought before the emperor who then
appointed Tornikes to hear them.

Tornikes’s career shows how powerful a figure the mesazon
could become in Byzantine government, but the office of
mesazon was not an indispensable part of the administration.
After Tornikes’s death this function is not again recorded
until the very end of the period of exile. Possibly john
Vatatzes was unwilling to see such wide pewers concentrated
in the hands of another man. It is equally possible that there
was.nobody capable of fulfilling the exacting duties that Tor-
nikes had carried out. His administrative responsibilities were
entrusted by the emperor to ‘whomsoever happened to be at
hand’, while his chancery duties were divided among a number
of secretaries, including the historian George Akropolites.*

Towards the end of Vatatzes’s reign Phokas, the Metropoli-
tan of Philadelphia, seems to have acted as chief minister.
He is described as the emperor’s assistant and ‘adviser on
secular affairs’.’¢ Theodore II Laskaris wrote to him at the

. end of his father’s reign asking him to be his adviser, confi-
i dant, and minister (oikonomos).’? There is no evidence that he

% Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 146-50; Délger, Reg. 1787.
** Acropolites I, p. 91, 1l. 1-5. 6 Ibid., p. 97, Il. 4-7.
*1Theodore Lascaris, p. 168, 1. 24-7.
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performed the functions of the mesazon. His only recorded
acts were to lead an embassy to Michael Angelos, the despot
of Epiros, in 1252%°® and to conduct the prosecution at
Michael Palaiologos’s trial for treason in 1253.%°

No mesazon is attested during the reign of Theodore II Las-
karis, although his favourite George Mouzalon has obvious
claims to be considered his chief minister.®® The Emperor
Michael Palaiologos had no obvious chief minister in the
brief period before the recovery of Constantinople, yet dur-
ing this time Andronikos Komnenos Tornikes and Michael
Senachereim are recorded holding the position of mesazon
simultaneously.$! This was a practice that became increasingly
common under the Palaiologoi.? This underlines the fact
that, although the mesazon played a vital role in the admini-
stration, he was not necessarily chief minister.

Senachereim was appointed protaseretis at the beginning of
Michael Palaiologos’s reign. This office was specially revived
for him by the emperor; it placed him at the head of the
imperial tribunal.®® He was responsible for drafting the text
of the oaths which Michael Palaiologos exchanged with the
young John Laskaris.®* Such work was well outside the com-
petence of the protasekretis. It is much more likely that he
undertook it in his capacity of mesazon. The mesazon would
normally have been present at the imperial court and
he sometimes followed the emperor on his campaigns id
Europe. Demetrios Tornikes accompanied John Vatatzes
on his expedition in 1242 against Thessalonica.®® There were

%! Acropolites I, p. 82, 1. 8-6.

* Ibid., p. 92, L. 4, pp. 96-8.

€ See Pachymeres I, pp. 42-8; Theodore Lascaris, pp. 267-8.

¢ Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 222; ibid. VI, pp. 201, 214; Dé&lger, PARASPORA,
p. 481, n. 8; Dolger, Reg. 1866, 1871, 1877, 1913A.

2 Beck in BZ 48 (1955), 812; Verpeaux in BS 16 (1955), 285.

% Pachymeres I, p. 92, 1. 48 ; Laurent, Bulles métriques, No. 723 ; 1. Sevienko, ‘Léon
Bardalds et les juges généraux ou la corruption des incorruptibles’, B 19 (1949),
257. A Senachereim holding the office of protasekretis appears in a patriarchal docu-
ment that has been dated to the year 1247-8 (Laurent, Regestes, No. 1308). Since
there is no doubt that Senachereim only became protasehretis at the beginning of
Michael Palaiologos’s reign, the only possible explanations are: (1) that the docu-
ment should be redated; (2) that in this document we are dealing with an officer
of the patriarchal administration. .

¢ Pachymeres I, p. 96, ll. 3—4.

6 Acropolites I, p. 66, Il. 15-16.
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of course occasions when the mesazon’s duties took him away
from the imperial court. Senachereim happened to be at
Nikomedeia when news reached him of the recovery of
Constantinople, while the emperor, for his part, was still at
the palace of Nymphaion.5¢

THE NICAEAN CHANCERY

The emperor was also attended on his travels by at least part
of the Nicaean chancery. In the autumn of 1246 George Akro-
polites accompanied John Vatatzes on his Macedonian cam-
paign and drew up the chrysobulls that were granted to the
cities and fortresses that submitted to the Nicaean emperor.®’
Another chancery official, John Makrotos, was present with
Akropolites at the trial of Michael Palaiologos, which was
held at Philippi in Macedonia.®®

No clear picture of the chancery organization of the
Nicaean Empire emerges until after the death of Demetrios
Tornikes. The Nicaean chancery seems to have been attached
to the imperial household. There are some resemblances to
the private imperial chancery that existed before 1204. The
offices of epi tou kanikleiou and of mystikos which belonged to
it reappear by the middle of Theodore I Laskaris’s reign. But
there is no evidence that the holders of these offices had yet
recovered their chancery duties. As we have seen, they appear
to have been involved in the re-establishment of provincial
administration.®®

This has all the appearances of a temporary expedient. The
mystikos was to occupy an important position in the Nicaean
central government. Under John Vatatzes this office was held
by the monk John Mouzalon, whom George Akropolites con-
sidered one of the emperor’s astutest ministers. He was one
of the council appointed by John Vatatzes in 1242 to assist
the Crown Prince Theodore Laskaris, who was left behind
as viceroy of the Anatolian provinces while the emperor
launched an attack on Thessalonica.”™ There is no reason to

¢ Pachymeres I, p. 149, 1. 6-20.

57 Acropolites 1, p. 79, 1L 1-7.

% Ibid., p. 99, L. 6-9.

¢ See above, p. 148.
" Acropolites I, p. 67, 1l. 6=9. It is possible that John Mouzalon is to be identified

with the diakonos who combined the offices of epi tou kanikleiou and mystikos and to
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suppose that the duties of the mystikos during the period of
exile were any different from those he had exercised before
1204 and was to exercise after 1261. In other words, he was
in charge of the emperor’s secret correspondence; he was
also responsible for protecting the interests of imperial
monasteries.”!

The epi tou kanikleiou was to recover his old connections
with the chancery, but changes which occurred during the
period of exile in the form of imperial chrysobulls must have
deprived the holder of this office of the central position that
he had previously occupied in the imperial chancery.

No imperial chrysobulls issued in the name of the
emperors of Nicaea survive in the original before 1259. All
that has survived in the original are four imperial orders
(prostagmata, horismot) preserved in the Patmos archives.”™
These apparently show no changes as compared with similar
documents issued before 1204.7* This is to be taken as proof
of administrative continuity, at least at one level. But at
another there were changes. The imperial chrysobulls issued
in the first years of Michael Palaiologos’s reign show some
important differences when compared with those of the
emperors of the twelfth century. For one thing, much greater
care was taken over their production, but much more impor-
tant than this was the disappearance of the ‘Legimus’ and
the connected drélvfe-formula. Before 1204 these had been
among the most solemn marks of authentification adorning
an imperial chrysobull. They had also been the responsibility
of the epi tou hanikleiou.” Their disappearance therefore
points to fundamental changes in the organization of the

whom the Patriarch Germanos II addressed two homilies reproaching him for derid«
ing the patriarch’s humble origins (Lagopates, Germanos II, pp. 273-87). One Spano-
poulos—characteristically nicknamed Saponopoulos by Theodore II—held the office
of mystikos under that emperor (Theodore Lascaris, p. 281, 1. 24-5). In 1259 Michael
Palaiologos promoted his nephew of the same name to this office (Pachymeres I,
p- 109, 1l. 18-20). In the list given by Pachymeres the office of mystikos clearly ranked
fairly high in the court hierarchy, coming after the rank of protosevastos. This may
be taken as an indication of its importance during the period of exile.

"t Délger, Byz. Diplomatik, p. 64.

2 F. Délger, ‘Die Kaiserurkunden des Johannes-Theologos-Klosters auf Patmos’,
BZ 28 (1928), 845, 350.

3 Dolger, Byz. Diplomatik, pp. 11-12.

 Ibid., pp. 12-14, 16-21, 25, 58-9.
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chancery during the period of exile. These stemmed, on the
one hand, from the rudimentary machinery of government
established at the beginning of Theodore 1 Laskaris’s reign
and, on the other, from its systematization after the death
of Demetrios Tornikes.

His chancery duties were divided among a number of
imperial secretaries. The most notable of these were George
Akropolites, ‘John Makrotos, Joseph Mesopotamites, and his
subordinate Nikephoros Alyates.” Akropolites and Makrotos
were employed by the emperor in the preparation of the
more noteworthy products of the chancery. This suggests a
division of labour within the chancery, just as the subordi-
nation of Alyates to Mesopotamites points to the re-establish-
ment of a hierarchy within departments. The division within the
chancery was most probably between one department respon-
sible for the production of imperial chrysobulls and another
engaged in the preparation of day-to-day administrative docu-
ments. Perhaps this reconstruction can be pressed still further.
While Akropolites and Makrotos are known to have been in
close attendance upon the emperor during his campaigns in
Europe, there is some reason to believe that Mesopotamites
remained behind at the palace of Nymphaion.

He belonged to the circle of the Crown Prince Theodore
Laskaris™ to whom, as we have seen, the government of the
Anatolian provinces was entrusted while his father was away
in Europe. Like many of the Nicaean bureaucrats, he came
from a family that had provided distinguished administrators

before 1204.”” There is no record that he held any specific-

office. His duties appear to have gone beyond simply chan-
cery work. In August 1258 a lawsuit which had come before
the imperial court at Nymphaion was sent to him for
judgement.” He died soon afterwards.”

8 Acropolites I, p. 91, 1. 2-5.

" Theodore Lascaris, pp. 150-8; Andreeva, Oferki, p. 119.

" e.g. Constantine Mesopotamites held the office of epi tou kaniklziou under Isaac
I Angelos (Nicetas Choniates, p. 648, 1. 6-7). In 1195~6 he was made metropolitan
of Thessalonica and with the exception of a short break at the turn of the century
continued to hold this office until 1227-8 (V. Laurent, ‘La Succession épiscopale
de la métropole de Théssalonique dans la lére moitié du XIIIe siecle’, BZ 56 (1968),
285-92).

" Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 206-7, 208-9; Délger, Reg. 1879.

™ Miklosich and Miller 1V, p. 208.
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His subordinate Nikephoros Alyates, a member of another
prominent twelfth-century administrative family,*® was raised
to the office of epi tou kanikleiou at the beginning of Theodore
II Laskaris’s reign.®' This strongly suggests that he had suc-
ceeded Mesopotamites as the head of a section of the chan-
cery. He was soon to experience the emperor’s disfavour. He
was dismissed from office and his tongue was cut out.®? He
was reinstated at the beginning of Michael Palaiologos’s reign
and sent on a diplomatic mission to the Sicilian court.®?

Very little is known about George Akropolites’s com-
panion John Makrotos. About the year 12389, when Nike-
phoros Blemmydes wrote to him from Mount Athos, he was
simply an imperial secretary.®* George Akropolites’s career
in the Nicaean administration is of course much better docu-
mented. It began with his appointment as a tutor to Theo-
dore Laskaris.®® About the time of Tornikes’s death he was
raised to the office of General Logothete.®® It was perhaps
in this capacity that he drew up the chrysobulls granted in
the autumn of 1246 to the cities of Macedonia that submitted
to John Vatatzes.®’

Akropolites’s duties after the death of Demetrios Tornikes
were not simply limited to chancery work. He was also
entrusted with important diplomatic missions.®® In the
autumn of 1255 he was raised to the office of Grand Logo-
thete by Theodore II Laskaris.?? He was in constant attendance
upon the emperor and appears to have been a member of
his inner council.®® He seems to have begun to acquire that
competence in foreign affairs which characterized the office
of Grand Logothete in the fourteenth century.®! Theodore II

% e.g. Andronikos Alyates held the office of epi tou kanikleiou under Alexios III’
Angelos (Nicetas Choniates, p. 632, Il. 22-3).

81 Acropolites I, p. 155, ll. 7-9; Sathas VII, p. 537, 1. 2—4.

8 Acropolites I, p. 155, 1l. 7-9.

# Ibid., p. 165, 1l. 4-6; Dolger, Reg. 1862.

3 L. G. Westerink, ‘Some Unpublished Letters of Blemmydes’, BS 12 (1951), 55.

% Andreeva, Oterki, p. 100.

8 Acropolites 11, p. vii.

7 1bid. I, p. 79, Il. 1-7.

* Ibid., p. 92, ll. 3-6; Ddlger, Reg. 1806.

* Acropolites 1, p. 124, 1. 17-18; Sathas VII, p. 525, 1. 2. Cf. Acropolites I, p.
181, II. 8-9.

% See above, p. 152.

! Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 174, 1. 1-7.
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Laskaris entrusted him with the task of drawing up the treaty
of May 1256 which he had concluded with the Bulgarian Tsar
Michael Asen (1246-56).°2 A rumour that Asen refused to
ratify the treaty threw the emperor into a rage. He blamed
Akropolites, had him beaten and thrown into prison. A little
more than a month later he recalled Akropolites, realizing
that his suspicions had been unfounded. Akropolites resumed
his accustomed place beside the emperor and they at once
began to discuss relations with Epiros.®* Soon afterwards,
there came news of Michael Palaiologos’s flight to the Sel-
jugs. Theodore was frightened that Palaiologos would return
with a Muslim army at his back. He turned to Akropolites
for advice, who tried to convince the emperor that the conse-
quences of Palaiologos’s action would not be as serious as
he imagined. He thought that the most likely outcome would
be that Palaiologos would seek the good offices of the Seljuq
sultan in order to negotiate his safe return.” The emperor
hastened at once to Anatolia, leaving Akropolites behind as
viceroy of the Nicaean provinces in Europe.®® The next year
Akropolites was to fall into the hands of the despot of
Epiros; he was not to be rescued until the late autumn of
1259. A year later we find him leading a Nicaean embassy
to the Bulgarian court.®® He continued to occupy an impor-
tant position in government after the recovery of Constan-
tinople. ,

As the career of George Akropolites demonstrates, the
holders of high chancery offices were men of the greatest
importance with wide-ranging functions. They were assisted
in the dispatch of their duties by imperial secretaries. Several
of these are numbered among the correspondents of Theo-
dore II Laskaris.”” Some of them were clearly on intimate
i terms with the emperor and were presumably men of
 influence within the administration. Their duties were not
i necessarily confined to chancery work. John Konstomares, an
i imperial secretary belonging to Theodore Laskaris’s circle,%
*2 Acropolites I, p. 180, Il. 7-9; Délger, Reg. 1888.

* Acropolites, pp. 180—4. %4 1bid., pp. 184-5.
% Ibid., p. 189, ll. 18-14. % Ibid., p. 175, Il 26fF.
" Theodore Lascaris, No. cxv, pp. 159-61, Nos. xix—cxxii, pp. 166-71, No.

oxxv, pp. 190-1, No. ooxvii, pp. 193—4.
i %8 Ibid., p. 108, 1. 88—4, No. coxviii, p. 195.
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was responsible for carrying out an administrative survey in
the district of Smyrna in 12388 and in the next year was put
in charge of the administration of this region.®® Another
imperial secretary surnamed Phrangopoulos handed over,
shortly before 1285, an estate near Smyrna to the wife of a
high court dignitary.'°°

The history. of the Nicaean chancery provides a good
example of the direction that administrative changes followed
during the period of exile. There was no complete break with
the past. The offices of the old 1mper1al chancery provided
an adequate basis for the restoration of the chancery. But far-
reaching changes in its structure came about after 1247.
These were designed to meet the particular needs of the
Empire following the conquest of Thessalonica. The chancery
was divided into two parts: one attached to the emperor and
responsible for the imperial chrysobulls; the other probably
established at the palace of Nymphaion with responsibility
for the dispatch of day-to-day administration. This division,
like all reconstructions based on rather meagre evidence, is
slightly arbitrary. It leaves the impression that the chancery
organization of the Nicaean Empire was rather rigid, whereas
the most striking aspect of the Nicaean chancery was its
fluidity. Its members were not just engaged in chancery
work, but in all kinds of administrative activity, not least in
the judicial work that came before the imperial court.

THE INSTITUTIONS OF JUSTICE

Before 1204 the central courts of law of the Byzantine Empire
had naturally been housed in the city of Constantinople. They
disappeared with the fall of the city and were never restored
in their old form, even after 1261. But there are elements_of
continuity. The most obvious is to be found in the imperial
office. The emperor, as the embodiment of the law, could
judge all manner of cases and could also delegate his judicial
authorlty to whomsoever he pleased. A more tenuous link
is provided by the office of Grand Logothete. By the end of
the twelfth century the Grand Logothete had acquired his

9 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 85-6, 215, 247, 253; Délger, Reg. 1763, 1767-8;
Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 159-60.
100 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 9, 1l. 16~24, p. 282.
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own law court.!! This official seems to have preserved his
judicial functions, at least during the reign of Theodore I
Laskaris. In 1216 a case involving the monastery of St. Paul
in Latmos and the people of the town of Sampson was heard
in the imperial court before the Grand Logothete John
Strategopoulos.!®? This office is not again attested until 1255
when, as we know, it was granted to George Akropolites.
. There is no evidence that, as Grand Logothete, he had any
~ judicial duties.

During the period of exile the imperial court became the

central judicial institution and the final court of appeal. The
question arises of how one differentiates the imperial court
as a court of law from its other functions. This is difficult
to answer because its procedures as a court of law varied with
the type of case tried, and as far as high treason is concerned
no set procedures appear to have been established.
As we have seen, after the battle of Antioch in 1211 the
former Emperor Alexios III Angelos fell into the hands of
the Nicaeans. The members of the senate and the military
commanders sought from the Emperor Theodore Laskaris
the right of trying the former emperor for high treason. Their
request was granted.'”® Alexios was found guilty and con-
demned to be blinded and imprisoned.

A rather different procedure was adopted at the most cele-
brated trial held under the emperors of Nicaea—Michael
Palaiologos’s trial for treason which took place at Philippi
in the winter of 1253.1% The emperor appointed a panel of

191 1pid., p. 805.

192 [bid., pp. 290-5.

103 Scutariotes, p. 278, 1l. 6-10.

104 Acropolites 1, pp. 92-100; Pachymeres I, pp. 21-3. Nikephoros Gregoras's
~ account (I, p. 49, 1. 7-21) is superficial and adds nothing to those of Akropolites
. and Pachymeres. Akropolites was an eyewitness and his account is very detailed.
i Pachymeres’s account differs from the former on two important points: (1) Whereas
E  Akropolites insists that Palaiologos was suspected of treasonable relations with the
Bulgarians, Pachymeres suggests that he had entered into treasonable corre-
¥ spondence with the despot of Epiros. Palaiologos, according to Pachymeres, was at
& the time governor of ‘the western parts’ and was willing to surrender the region
i under his command to the despot and hold it from him. This tallies with Akropoli-
b tes’s information that in the spring of 1253 the emperor appointed Palaiologos as
. one of the military governors of the district of Vodena in Thessaly. Treasonable
t connections with Epiros seem much more likely an explanation of John Vatatzes’s
¢ suspicions than any such connections with the Bulgarians, especially as they appar-
i ently related to the period immediately after the conquest of Thessalonica (1246)
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with this verdict. The emperor then turned to Nikephoros
Blemmydes who happened to be present and asked his
opinion. Blemmydes replied that he did not believe the man
to be worthy of death and recommended him to the
emperor’s mercy. It was probably George Mouzalon who
protested that the general verdict should not thus be flaunted,
but the emperor stood by Blemmydes’s advice.!

This account of the procedures followed in trials for trea-
son held during the period of exile is drawn from narrative
sources. It is therefore instructive to compare them with the
official procedure recommended to Andronikos Palaiologos
by his father Michael VIII Palaiologos in the chrysobull of
1272 which defined Andronikos’s powers as co-emperor.!%
He was to hold the trials of both soldiers and civilians in
the presence of his councillors and to act on their advice.
Cases involving higher officials were only to be heard with
the consent of the great men attending him, and any judge-
ment was to be submitted to the emperor for a final decision.
The variety of procedures adopted in trials for treason
seems to have stemmed out of conflicting principles. Were
such trials to go before the nobility and army, or were they
to be heard by an imperial tribunal where the judges were
appointed by the emperor and ordeal might be employed?
A compromise seems to have been reached by Theodore II
Laskaris. The opinion of the court, army, and Church was
consulted, but the final judgement rested with the emperor.
Blemmydes was extremely dissatisfied with this arrangement.

judges headed by Phokas, the Metropolitan of Philadelphia,
and including Akropolites and Makrotos, to hear the case.
The judges informed the accused that in order to prove his
innocence he would have to undergo the ordeal by hot iron.
They would then give their verdict on the basis of the proof
offered by the ordeal. It was confidently expected that Palaio-
logos would be found guilty, but the trial did not go accord-
ing to plan. The accused refused to undergo the ordeal.
Phokas came and admitted his failure to obtain a conviction
to the emperor. The case now passed into the emperor’s
hands. He failed to coerce the judges into bringing in a ver-
dict condemning Palaiologos. He was himself under strong
pressure from the army and his court, who were convinced
that Palaiologos was innocent. The emperor reluctantly
agreed that no case could be made out against him. Even
so, Palaiologos was not released until he had taken a solemn
oath administered by the patriarch that he would remain
loyal to the emperor and his successors.

A different procedure was adopted in a trial for treason
that occurred in the reign of Theodore II Laskaris. An office-
holder was charged with treason on the grounds that one of
his servants had slandered the emperor by suggesting that his
reign would be neither long nor prosperous, and that he was
the source of the slander. He denied all knowledge of the
matter. The case was heard before the assembled court and
army, but reinforced by the presence of the patriarch and
other church dignitaries. The emperor consulted them first.
They deemed that the man should be condemned to death.

The members of the court and army, in their turn, agreed of justice. There was no prosecutor and no testing of the

evidence. The decision was bound to be arbitrary because
those consulted simply gave the verdict that the emperor
demanded.'?’

With the disappearance of law courts distinct from the
imperial court, justice came to depend ever more closely
upon the emperor. The giving of justice must have become
one of his chief tasks. Theodore II Laskaris was accustomed
to go out on horseback to hear the cases of those who had

when Palaiologos was governor of Serres. This does not of course rule out the possi-
bility that John Vatatzes saw in the rumours connecting Palaiologos and the Bulgar-
ians suitable evidence on which to convict Palaiologos. (2) Pachymeres does not men-
tion the episode of the ordeal by hot iron. He limits himself to saying that the
emperor did not allow Palaiologos to prove his innocence through trial by combat.
He emphasizes that Palaiologos was kept in prison after the trial and was only
released through the intercession of the patriarch who persuaded the emperor that
oaths would be a sufficient guarantee of his loyalty. Akropolites, too, finishes his
account of the whole affair by mentioning the oaths that Palaiologos was forced
to take.

In its general emphasis Pachymeres’s account may come nearer the truth than
that of Akropolites, but there is nothing in the former that allows us to impugn
the accuracy of the details provided by the latter.

105 Blemmydes, pp. 48-50.
106 Heisenberg, ‘Palaiologenzeit’, p. 40, Il. 59fT.
197 Blemmydes, p. 49, ll. 7-10.

It seemed to him to mark a break with Byzantine traditions .

g
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been unable to obtain a hearing in the imperial court.!'%® This
practice anticipates the cavalcade (kavalikeuma), which played
such an important part in late Byzantine court ceremonial.
A horn was sounded to signal the emperor’s approach and
men could hand their petitions to an official known as the
ept ton deeseon who would, in his turn, pass them on to the
emperor.'%®”

Not all the cases brought before the imperial court would
be examined by the emperor personally. A special tribunal
might be set up,!!® as happened in the case which has already
been mentioned involving the monastery of St. Paul in
Latmos and the people of Sampson. The case came beforé
the Grand Logothete John Strategopoulos. Associated with
him were two judges. They were assisted by five assessors,
all of whom were drawn from the ranks of the imperial ad-
ministration and court nobility.!!' The judges considered the
written evidence and oral testimony produced by the two par-
ties and came to their decision on this basis.

In other similar cases a simpler procedure was adopted.
The emperor would not set up a special tribunal, but would
delegate judgement to a high-ranking member of the admin-
istration, such as the mesazon Demetrios Tornikes or Joseph
Mesopotamites. Possibly such officials had recognized judicial
functions, since another prominent administrator under John

Vatatzes, the Grand Logariast Demetrios Karykes, is actually:

described as a judge; and this appears to have formed part
of his official title.!'? The procedure followed in these cases
was reasonably clear-cut. The official would summon both
parties before hjm and would then come to a decision on
the basis of the evidence produced. In some cases, the evi-

198 Theodore Lascaris, p. 58, 1l. 63-75.

19 pseudo-Kodinos, p. 178, Il 1-15, p. 188, ll. 24-7; Heisenberg, ‘Palaiologen-
zeit’, pp. 89-40; Guilland in B 1965, pp. 99-100.

10 This is described either as 1o év Tj} Baoihixjj avdfj dixaorriprov (Miklosich and
Miiller IV, p. 290) or as 10 tijc Baoidefag uov Bijua (Wilson and Darrouzés in REB
1968, No. 3, p. 15, 1. 5-6). .

"'t Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 290-5. The judges were: John Strategopoulos,
sevastos and Grand Logothete, John Angelos, the emperor’s servant (doulos), Alexios
Krateros, the emperor’s servant (doulos). The assessors were: Michael Hyleas, proto-
pansevastos, Alexios Komnenos, eugenestatos, Michael Chilarenos, panhypersevastos
sevastos, Theodore Angelos, a member of the emperor’s household {oikeios), Nicholas
Kaloethos, grammatikos in the imperial wardrobe (vestiarion).

112 Blemmydes, p. 18, L. 1, p. 55, L. 15.
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' dence was treated in a rather high-handed fashion. A dispute

over the hamlet of Sphournou near Smyrna came before the

t mesazon Demetrios Tornikes. It was admitted that one of the

parties, the ‘imperial knight’ Syrgares, had no rights in

Sphournou, but Tornikes ordered that the property should

be divided between him and his opponent, the monastery of

¢ Lemviotissa.!'* To ensure that his judgement was respected,

a judge could threaten a party disobeying it with a heavy

F fine.!™ The final stage of the procedure was for an imperial

order to be sent to the provincial authorities, instructing

} them to put the judgement into effect.

This ad hoc method of appointing judges seems to have

. proved more and more inadequate. One of Michael Palaiolo-
k gos’s first acts as emperor was to establish a permanent cen-
f tral tribunal, the imperial sekreton, under the presidency of
f the protasehkretis.!'®

It is possible to reconstruct the judicial procedures fol-

f lowed at the Nicaean court, but it is more difficult to uncover
i the legal principles upon which Nicaean judges came to their
k decisions. A high proportion of the cases of which details survive
t. were straightforward disputes over property. The judges were
t simply faced with the problem of assigning ownership on the

basis of the evidence presented by the parties, but, as the case
of Sphournou outlined above shows, judgement might go

i right against the evidence. The mesazon Demetrios Tornikes
. apparently gave no grounds for his decision in this case, but he
i did in. another case involving the monastery of Lemviotissa,
f which he heard in June 1238. It concerned a long-standing
. quarrel which the monastery had had with an imperial
¥ vestiarites over the possession of some fields. Tornikes dis-
¢ missed the latter’s claims on the grounds that they were based
i on the 'sale of those fields by a paroikos to the holder of a
¢ pronoia that had formerly included those fields. The paroikos
¥ had possessed no right to alienate them in this manner, since

'3 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 41-2; Délger, Reg. 1753.
4 e.g. Mesopotamites threatened the villages of Mantaia with a fine of 1,000 hyper-

_5 pyra, should they continue to molest property belonging to the monastery of Lemvio-
® tissa (Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 206-7, 208-9, 210-11; Ddlger, Reg. 1818, 1815,
P 1879).

13 Pachymeres I, p. 92, Il. 3-8; V. Laurent, Bulles métrigues, No. 728; Sevéenko

Lin B 19 (1949), 257.
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hot iron were used, though for different purposes. Trial by
combat was employed to decide conflicting evidence.'?? This
form of the ordeal may have been introduced into Byzantium
before 1204, for Palaiologos claimed that by an ancient cus-
tom the emperor might allow a man accused of treason to
clear himself in this way.!??
Trial by combat was forbidden to Palaiologos. The only
way in which he was to be allowed to prove his innocence
was through the ordeal by hot iron. This he resolutely refused
to do.'** As we know, he was released after taking solemn
oaths of loyalty to the emperor.
The ordeal by hot iron continued to be employed under
t Theodore II Laskaris. Men suspected of using magic to make
I the emperor ill were required to prove their innocence by
L submitting to this ordeal. They spent the three days before
| their ordeal in fasting and in prayer. Their hands were bound
E in order to prevent the application of ointments that might
- lessen the effect of the ordeal. The ordeal itself consisted in
i taking hold of a hot iron which had been blessed and in
I walking three paces with it. The historian George Pachymeres
. who has left us this description was an eyewitness of these
b trials and records that some actually came through the ordeal
i unharmed.!?* The ordeal by hot iron, as described by Pachy-
f meres, is identical with that employed in western Europe,
f except in one important respect. In western Europe it was
customary to bind the hands after the ordeal and not before.
b What émerges most clearly from the use of the ordeal dur-
. ing the period of exile was the distaste with which it was
. viewed by the Byzantines. Even Phokas, who was in charge
| of Michael Palaiologos’s trial, was forced to admit that it was
not a Byzantine institution nor one sanctioned by ecclesiasti-
cal usage, but was of barbarian origin and unknown to the
¢ Byzantines.'?¢ Similarly, Demetrios Chomatianos, Archbishop
E of Ohrid from ¢. 1217 to 1234, pronounced that the ordeal
t by hot iron was fitting only for barbarians and completely

such a practice would lead to the conversion of property that
should have remained under the control of the state into the
hereditary possession of the pronoia-holder.''$

The fall of Constantinople certainly did not prevent the
transmission of the corpus of Byzantine law. An abridgement,
the Synopsis Minor, may possibly date from the reign of John
Vatatzes,'!” but its practical importance is very hard to gauge.
There is very little sign that a formal legal education based
on the study of Roman law survived.!'® The problem is that,
while private law saw very little development after the early
eleventh century, public law underwent far-reaching changes,
but these were never assimilated to the theory of Byzantine
law.!® Consequently, the gap between the theory and the
practice of law grew even wider and the formal study of law
less essential. The changes in public law, like practically ail
legal innovations in Byzantium, were effected by means of |
imperial novels and chrysobulls. From the period of exile vir-
tually no new imperial legislation has survived. John Vatatzes
issued a chrysobull reviving a novel of Manuel I Komnenos,
protecting church property from the exactions of imperial
officials.’?® Perhaps this lack of legislation indicates that any
changes in public law that occurred under the emperors of |
Nicaea were likely to be the result of interpretations of exist-
ing legislation.

In the field of criminal law there was one striking innova-
tion during the period of exile. In both Epiros and the
Nicaean Empire the ordeal by hot iron is found in use. It
was almost certainly borrowed from the West. The obvious
means of transmission were the numerous western mer-

) - cenaries in Byzantine service both before and after 1204.
} Michael Palaiologos’s trial for treason provides the most
. famous occasion in Byzantine history when the ordeal was
employed.!?! At his trial both trial by combat and ordeal by

116 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 198-200; Délger, Reg. 1784 ; Ostrogorskij, Féoda-
lité, pp. 65-9.

17 P, Collinet, in Cambridge Medieval History IV, p. 722.

118 The protasekretis Michael Senachereim, it is true, is said to have been learned
in the laws (Pachymeres 1, p. 92, ll. 5-6).

119 H, J. Scheltema in Cambridge Medieval History IV, part 2, p. 72.

120 Zepos, Tus 1, pp. 387-9; Dolger, Reg. 1301, 1380, 1720.

131 See G. Czebe, ‘Studien zum Hochverratsprozesse des Michael Paliologos im
Jahr 1252°, BNJ 8 (19381), 59-98; Geanakoplos, Michael Palaeologus, pp. 21-6.

122 Acropolites I, pp. 94-6.
123 Pachymeres I, p. 22, II. 1-5.
124 Acropolites I, pp. 96-8.
125 Pachymeres I, pp. 82-3.
126 Acropolites 1, p. 98, 1l. 4-9.
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outside the traditions of Byzantine law and ecclesiastical
canons.'?? Its abolition by Michael Palaiologos was univers-
ally acclaimed.'2®

It was in the practice of law that contemporaries seem to
have felt that the emperors of Nicaea were drifting furthest
from Byzantine traditions. Both Nikephoros Blemmydes and
George Pachymeres were extremely critical of the way in
which trials for treason were conducted under Theodore II
Laskaris.!?® It was not just that the ordeal had been intro-
duced, but that the old judicial procedures were being aban-
doned. Witnesses were not brought forward; the customary
oaths were not given; the accused’s previous life was not
taken into account, nor finally did the judges’ verdict have
to be unanimous. Too often, the emperor simply imposed
his own verdict. This is the other side of the simplification
of the machinery of government.

THE RECRUITMENT AND TRAINING OF
OFFICIALS

All titles, whether of office or dignity, were included in the
court hierarchy. As a result, it is difficult to discern any well-
established pattern in the careers of the dignitaries of the
Nicaean court. The trouble is, of course, that the careers of
only a handful of these men are known in detail; and most
of them were to hold some of the chief positions in the state.
Very little is known of the careers of those who did not reach
the chief offices of state. Even so, the impression rentains that
the career structure within the Nicaean administration was
extremely rudimentary. The members of the imperial house-
hold and the imperial clerks provided the reservoir from
which a large proportion of future office-holders were drawn.

The holders of the higher ranks of the court hiérarchy do
not appear to have followed any well-defined cursus honorum.
It may be that lower down in the administration and palace
services there were recognized paths of promotion. George

1217, B. Pitra, Analecta sacra et classica spicilegio Solesmensi parata, VII, Paris, 1891, }

No. 127, cols. 525-8 (I owe this reference to the kindness of Professor Donald Nicol,
King's College, London); Zepos, Ius VII, pp. 581-2.

128 pachymeres I, p. 92, 1. 14-17. The ordeal appears to have survived in Byzan- §

tium in a purely private form (see Cantacuzenus II, pp. 171-3).
129 Blemmydes, p. 49, Il. 7-10; Pachymeres I, p. 83, Il. 3-6.
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Akropolites held the offices of Grand Logariast and General
Logothete before being promoted by Theodore II Laskaris
to the office of Grand Logothete, while Hagiotheodorites,
the logothete of the flocks under Theodore II, was made
logothete ton otkeiakon by Michael Palaiologos.!*® Constantine
Margarites, one of Theodore’s generals, was successively
tzaousios of the imperial retinue (faxis), and archon of the
imperial retinue before being made Grand Archon by
Theodore I1.'3

The chief positions of the court hierarchy went in the main
to the members of a handful of noble families. In the admin-
istration, too, many officials came from old administrative
families. But recruitment, generally, was from a much wider
area.than an examination of the chief office-holders would
suggest. Two considerations must be taken into account. The
emperors of Nicaea retained control over court patronage,
even if its successful exercise depended in part on their
respect for the aspirations of the great noble houses. More-
over, importance within the administration did not depend
exclusively upon the office or dignity held.

In the lower and middle reaches of the administration and
army a career was open to talents. Foreigners were recruited
into Nicaean service. Command of the Nicaean navy was
briefly given to an Armenian called Geoffrey.!3? John Vatatzes
welcomed a Latin called William into his service and raised
him to a position in the court hierarchy.!*® Greeks from
Epiros found their way into the ranks of the Nicaean admini-
stration and army. There is the example of an Epirot noble
called Glavas who deserted to the Nicaeans in 1252. He was
honoured with the title of kouropalates and towards the end
of Theodore II Laskaris’s reign he was entrusted with the task
of securing possession of the important Black Sea port of

i Mesemvreia.'* The conspirators who engineered the fall of

Thessalonica in 1246 were rewarded with positions. at court
and in the administration. Of the leaders of the plot, one

130 Pachymeres I, pp. 58-4, 109, ll. 21-2.

3t Acropolites 1, p. 128.

Y2 1bid., p. 59, Il. 14-21.

133 Pachymeres II, p. 546, 1. 13~14.

13 Acropolites I, p. 90, ll. 18-19; Pachymeres I, p. 850, Il. 8-11; Gregoras I,

L p. 60, 11 19-24.
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Tzyrithon was made Grand chartoularios and granted estates
near Smyrna.'*® Another Demetrios Iatropoulos was first
made governor of Philadelphia and then promoted in 1260
to the office of logothete ton otkeiakon.'*® Others were to hold
office in the local administration of Thessalonica.'?’

The emperor’s control of patronage did not simply mean
that men of humble origins might be advanced in the im-
perial service. This did of course happen, as in the case of
Constantine Margarites. He came from an Anatolian peasant
family and began his career in the army of his native theme.
He attracted the attention of the Emperor John Vatatzes who
took him into his own service.!3® The fortunes of young men
of noble birth depended upon the emperor’s favour, too.
Michael Palaiologos was given high command at a very early
age because of the promise that the Emperor John Vatatzes
discerned in him.'** George Akropolites was a member of
a noble family resident in Latin-occupied Constantinople. He
was sent to the Nicaean court by his dying father and his
education was entrusted to the Emperor John Vatatzes who
advised him to follow an administrative career. No doubt,
the emperor's—and the empress’s—interest in a protégé
helped Akropolites in the early stages of his career.'4°

The most spectacular example of the way imperial favour
could advance a man’s career is provided by the ascent of
the brothers George and Andronikos Mouzalon to the top
of the court hierarchy. They were not of noble birth, but they
did have the advantage of having been brought up with the
Crown Prince Theodore Laskaris. They entered the imperial
palace as paidopoula or pages and became companions of the
young prince.!4!

The pages played an important part in the ceremonial of

135 Acropolites I, p. 79, 1l. 26-7; Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 215-16.

136 Theodore Lascaris, p. 197 ; Pachymeres I, p. 125, 1l. 1-2.

137 ¢.g. Kampanos was prokathemenos of Thessalonica in 1262 (Délger, Schatzkammem,
No. 121/2).

13% Acropolites I, p. 123, 1l. 6-18.

139 H. Grégoire, ‘Imperatoris Michael Palaeologi de Vita Sua’, B 29~80 (1959-60),
451, 1. 11-81; A. Dmitrievskij, Opisanie liturgiceskikh rukopisej, 1, Kiev, 1895, p. 790,
1. 21-8.

140 Acropolites 1, pp. 467, 4950, 62—4.
141 Pachymeres I, pp. 234, 41-2.
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the Byzantine court.!#? It is by no means certain that they
came, as a rule, from noble families. None of those serving
at the Nicaean court whose names are known was of noble
birth.!** A page might be charged with quite important mis-
sions. One of the pages of the Nicaean court was entrusted
with the task of delivering a letter written by the Emperor
John Vatatzes to the German Emperor Frederick II.'4* It is
reasonable to suppose that service as a page at the imperial
court formed an essential part of the training for an admini-
strative career.

There were other young men at court called archontopouloi.
They too took part in some of the court ceremonies, but they
came from noble families and were often related to the
emperor.'* They were surprisingly numerous. There were at

| least 52 of them at the Nicaean court just before the recovery

of Constantinople. They were all granted pronoiai at the stan-
dard rate for archontopouloi.’*¢ The archontopouloi were originally
a regiment recruited by Alexios I Komnenos from the sons
of soldiers slain in battle.'#’

At the age of about seventeen the young men who had
been brought up at court had to decide whether they would
take up an administrative or a military career.!*® The archonto-
pouloi may well have been those preparing for a military
career. It was not unknown for a young man to change careers,
but, as a rule, this would only happen at the emperor’s
express wish.!4

The young men whom the emperor had accepted into his
household would receive their schooling at court. Those
chosen at about the age of seventeen for an administrative
career would be expected to go on to complete a higher

12 Njcetas Choniates, p. 639, ll. 26-7, p. 786, 1l. 28-30; Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 172,
I. 4-6, 174, 1. 16-18, 176, 1. 7-8, 191, 1. 16-19, 25-6, 192, Il. 2-4, 211, 1l. 4-7,
215, 1. 1-2, 16-18, pp. 215-16, 226, 1l. 8-9, 230, 1. 18-14, 232, Il. 5-9.

143 Besides the Mouzalon brothers, two other pages are known at the Nicaean
court: Valaneidiotes {Pachymeres 1, p. 83, Il. 21-8) and Padyates (see note 144
below).

144 Miklosich and Miiller I11, p. 72, 1. 7. Cf. Theodore Lascaris, p. 280, 1l. 25-6.

14¢ Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 202, 1I. 19-21, 212, 1l. 4-14.

4¢ Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 207-8; Délger, Reg. 1891.

47 Anna Comnena VIL. vii. 1-2; (ed. Leib) II, p. 108, 1. 15-28.

4¢ Dmitrievskij, op. cit.,, p. 790, ll. 20-1; Acropolites I, p. 49, 11. 10-21.

!4 See Pachymeres I, p. 496, 1. 1—4.
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education but they had to go outside the imperial court to
receive it.

During the period of exile, schooling (enkyklios paideusis or
grammatike) was to be had in the cities of western Anatolia
and was almost certainly available to a relatively large pro-
portion of the population. Higher education was more re-
stricted and probably of rather low quality. Nikephoros
Blemmydes was forced to go to a teacher settled in the Latin-
occupied Troad to complete his higher studies.!*® Gregory of
Cyprus complained about the quality of the education avail-
able at Nicaea. Its masters could teach grammar and poetry,
but not the more advanced rhetoric and philosophy.'*! This
charge is supported by what we know of the curriculum of
the school founded by Theodore II at Nicaea. It embraced
grammar, poetry, rhetoric, and philosophy (organike) but
only one of the six pupils had progressed beyond the first
part of the course.!*?

Despite the generally low standard of higher education
during the period of exile, it was a period that produced a
number of distinguished scholars, notably Nikephoros Blem-
mydes and his two pupils George Akropolites and Theodore
II Laskaris. They were able to pursue advanced studies in
philosophy, mathematics, and astronomy and thus helped to
preserve the corpus of Byzantine learning. It was their work
that provided the foundation of the revival of learning that
took place after the recovery of Constantinople.!'*?

The emperors of Nicaea did much to ensure the continuing
vitality of Byzantine scholarship. John Vatatzes, and obviously
Theodore II Laskaris, took a deep interest in education and
learning. They founded libraries, patronized scholars, and
had manuscripts collected and copied.'** This to some extent
compensated for the destruction of the chief institutions of
higher education at Byzantium which resulted from the fall

156 Blemmydes, pp. 46, p. 65, 1. 6-11.

151 Gregory of Cyprus, pp. 181-3.

152 Theodore Lascaris, pp. 274-5.

133 See Andreeva, Oéerki, pp. 128—42; P. Tannery, Quadrivium de Georges Pachymére
(Studi e Testi, 94), The Vatican, 1940, pp. xvii-xxxiii; Hunger in JOBG 8 (1959),
123-87.

154 Scutariotes, p. 291, 1. 6-11, p. 297, 1. 18-22; Blemmydes, pp. 334, 86-7.
See Hunger in JOBG 8 (1959), 124-5.
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of Constantinople. The emperor's of Nicaea tried to preserve
something of these institutions. The office of ‘consul of the
philosophers’ survived the fall of the City. It was held before
1214 by the future patriarch Theodore Eirenikos.!s* Before
1204 the holder of this office had been the head of the faculty
of philosophy in the University of Constantinople.!*¢ During
the period of exile he seems to have supervised higher educa-
tion. When Blemmydes had completed his higher studies, the
Emperor John Vatatzes ordered the ‘consul of the philo-
sophers’ Demetrios Karykes to examine him. Examination
was viva voce. Blemmydes was asked to debate the pro-
position: ‘Blessed is he who walks not in the counsel of the
ungodly.” Needless to say, Blemmydes was perfectly satisfied
that he had emerged victorious.!s?

Until Theodore II Laskaris established a school at Nicaea
attached to his foundation, the Church of St. Tryphon,!
there was no special court school. The Emperor John
Vatatzes was content to send promising young men to private
teachers for their higher education. George Akropolites was
sent with four other young men to be taught by one Theo-
dore Hexapterygos. After Hexapterygos’s death, they went to
the monastery of St. Gregory the Wonderworker near
Ephesos, where they were instructed in philosophy by Nike-

‘phoros Blemmydes. The emperor provided him with special
- funds and supplies for the support of his pupils.!*® This sys-

tem. of private eduction was not particularly successful. Two

of Blemmydes’s pupils so disliked their teacher that they

denounced him to the local authorities, accusing him of mal-

versating property belonging to the former metropolitan of
i Ephesos.'%® Although Blemmydes was clearéd of the charges,
¢ he refused ever again to accept pupils from the emperor. ¢!

The school founded by Theodore II Laskaris at Nicaea met

_ the need for a permanent institution of higher education to

'* Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus, Enarratio de episcopis Byzantii, in Migne, P.G.

b 147, col. 465, 1. 11-12.

'*F. Fuchs, Die hoheren Schulen von Konstantinopel im Mitielalter (Byzantinisches

‘ Archiv, 8), Leipzig-Berlin, 1926, p- 50.

'*? Blemmydes, pp. 55-9. See Andreeva, Ocerki, pp. 139-40.

'*% Scutariotes, p. 297, 1l. 18-22; Theodore Lascaris, pp. 271-6.

159 Blemmydes, p. 29, ll. 7~11.

160 Ibid., pp. 29-30.

'! Ibid., pp. 31-2; Theodore Lascaris, pp. 825-9, esp. p. 328, Il. 92-8.




180 THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION

which young men from the court could be sent for their final
studies. It too was endowed with special funds and supplies.
Theodore II established two chairs, one of grammar and one
of rhetoric. As we have seen, the number of pupils was very
small, amounting to no more than six.'s?

Higher education was absolutely essential for a successful
administrative career. The small numbers of young men sent
from the court at any given time to receive such an education
suggests that there was no great need for a large number of
trained administrators and points to the simplification of the
administration. On the other hand, scholarship was much
esteemed and teaching was often the prelude to a successful
career. John Vatatzes was so impressed by the learning which
Nikephoros Blemmydes displayed at his viva voce that he
immediately took him into the administration.!$* ‘The consul
of the philosophers’ Demetrios Karykes, who examined
Blemmydes, had earlier been one of his teachers. He was
much respected for his learning. He was responsible in 1234
for giving the official reply to some papal emissaries in a dis-
putation on the procession of the Holy Ghost.'** He also
held the office of Grand Logariast. He was clearly an impor-
tant figure in the Nicaean administration in the 1220s and
1230s.165 George Akropolites is an obvious example of how
important a good education was for a successful career in
the Byzantine administration. The Emperor John Vatatzes
himself pointed out to him that the study of philosophy
would open up the path to the highest offices and honours.'*
A less obvious example is provided by the career of Michael
Senachereim who became protasekretis and mesazon at the

beginning of Michael Palaiologos’s reign. He began his |
career as the holder of the chair of grammar at Theodore II

Laskaris’s school at Nicaea.!¢’

Normally speaking, the training for an administrative or |
military career was concentrated in the imperial court. The |

emperor would take young men, usually but not always from

162 Scutariotes, p. 297, Il. 18-22; Theodore Lascaris, pp. 271-6.
163 Blemmydes, p. 60, 1. 1-11.

164 Ibid., pp. 63—4.

165 Ibid., pp. 12-18, 55, IL. 14-18.

166 Acropolites I, p. 49, 1. 12-21.

167 Theodore Lascaris, p. 278, 1l. 46-7.
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noble families, to be brought up in the imperial court. They
might serve as pages or, less formally, as archontopouloi. Their
education and future career were carefully supervised by the
emperor. It was a system that helps explain the predomi-
nance of members of the great families in the chief offices
of state, but it left the emperor with a firm control over the
exercise of patronage.

Naturally, the emperor might recruit into his service men
who had not been brought up at court. As we have seen,
the.emperor’s servants came from very diverse backgrounds,
but there are no examples from the period of exile of the
emperor taking into his service men who had begun their
careers in the household of some great court dignitary. This
sometimes happened after 1261. When the Despot John
Palaiologos died, the members of his household were taken
by his brother, the Emperor Michael VIII Palaiologos, into
imperial service; and some of them received important
offices. 68

Some of the great noble households must have been on
a lavish scale and must have contained men of ability. Service
in these households cannot have offered such great rewards
or such prestige as imperial service, but it did provide a pos-
sible alternative to an education and training centred on the
imperial court. The great nobles took young men into their
households to serve as pages.!s® They may also have helped
promising young men with their education, for it was to the
grandees of the Nicaean court that Gregory of Cyprus turned

| in his search for somebody willing to sponsor his higher

education.!”
Connection, patronage, and status, just as in medieval

i Europe, were the essence of politics and administration in the
- later Byzantine Empire. The firm control that the emperor

exercised over patronage and status must be accounted one
of the most important bases of his effective authority. Yet this
should not disguise the fact that, to be successful, imperial

. patronage had to be employed in such a way as to reconcile
i imperial authority and aristocratic privilege.

168 Pachymeres I, pp. 216-17.
169 Cf. Michael Choniates II, p. 180, 1l. 11~24,
170 Gregory of Cyprus, pp. 181-3.
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,)9( < e most crucial campaigns. He was in command at
W }&0“ : the Battle of Antioch, and he led the expedition which finally
\U}C v ) secured Paphlagonia for the Nicaean Empire in the autumn
IX \LO(A\}\Y\ of 1M4.5
» ¢ By the end of his reign the office of Grand Domestic had

} reappeared. Since the reforms of Alexios I Komnenos at the
. end of the eleventh century the holder of this office had been
the commander-in-chief of the Byzantine armies with over-all
responsibility for the military organization of the Empire.®
Theodore 1 Laskaris appointed to this office Andronikos
Palaiologos, the father of the future emperor Michael VIII
~ Palaiclogos.’ T N
Andronikos Palaiologos continued to hold this office until
® his death in 1247. He led the first Nicaean expedition against
Rhodes in 1283% and was in comimand of both Nicaean ex-
. peditions against Thessalonica. At the conclusion of the
b successful campaign of 1246 he was left at Thessalonica as
' viceroy of the newly conquered provinces.%

. Under the command of the Grand Domestic Andronikos
. Palaiologos came the commanders of the various units that
j went to make up the Nicaean field army. They came from the
f aristocracy and held high court offices and dignities. For
. example, during the campaign of 1242 against Thessalonica
k. they inicluded the protovestiarios Alexios Raoul, the Steward (epi
b tes trapezes) Nikephoros Tarchaneiotes, the protosevastos Theo-
| dore Kontostephanos, and the Grand chartoularios John
F Petraliphas.!?

¥ Naturally enough, not every expedition was entrusted to
t the command of the Grand Domestic at this time. The
& Nicaean forces sent by John Vatatzes in_1225 to secure pos-
¢ session.of the city of Adrianople were led by a member of
¢ the Kamytzes family and the protostrator John Ises.'! The pro-
L tostrator was theoretically the Grand Domestic’s deputy.!? The

THE MILITARY ORGANIZATION OF THE
’ NICAEAN EMPIRE
T
@Che Nicaean armies Were a_formidablé force. They were
ra\rel7 —defeqted;and their roll of victories included victory
over the Seljugs at the battle of Antioch (1211), victory over
the Latins of Constantinople at the battle of Poimanenon
(1224), and victory over the Franks of Achaea at the battle
of Pelagonia (1259). They conquered Thrace and Macedonia
and held these provinces against attacks from Epiros and
Bulgaria. Their final success\was of course the recovery of
Constantinople in 1261.
The maintenance of these armies placed a very heavy
burden in terms of men, money, and supplies upon the
Nicaean Empire. This was particularly the case after the con-
quest of Thessalonica in 1246; and it made necessary quite
important changes in the structure of command and the
nature of recruitment.
The military organization of the Nicaean Empire owed
much, as one would expect, to Theodore I Laskaris.! He
tried as far as possible to restore the military organization
that had existed in the twelfth century. He relied very heavily
on foreign troops. At the battle of Antioch Latin mercenaries
formed nearly half the Nicaean army. They were wiped o, 4
almost to a man in the battle.? Three years later, in 1214, |
Theodore’s army was said to consist of Germans, Turks,
Armenians, and Latins from Constantinople.?
At the beginning of Theodore’s reign command was
entrusted in the majority of cases to his immediate relatives,*
but the emperor took over personal command of his armies

$ Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’ III, pp. 25-6.

% See R. Guilland, ‘Le Grand Domésticat 3 Byzance’, EO 87 (1988), 53-64.
7 Gregoras I, p. 69, 1. 11-12.

8 Acropolites I, p. 45, 1. 234,

? Ibid., p. 66, ll. 16-18, pp. 83—4.

10 Ibid., p. 66, 1. 18-20.

't Acropolites I, pp. 3841.

12 pseudo-Kodinos, p. 168, 1. 1-27. Cf. ibid., p. 173, 1. 16-29.

! Scutariotes, p. 282, 1. 10-12.
2 Acropolites I, p. 16, 1. 6-8, 16-20; Gregoras I, p. 18, 1. 17-18, p. 19, 1. 24-5.
3 Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’ III, p. 9, Il 2-5, 10, 19. Cf. ibid. 11, p. 87, 1. 15-31.
4 See above, p. 62. The only exception would seem to be one Dermokaites (Acro-
polites I, p. 29, ll. 4-5; cf. Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 294).




nikes. He was perhaps reluctant to allow power within the

\_to this office soon afterwards.!?
“ A new generation of commanders appears on the scene at
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Nicaean army which attempted to conquer Crete in 1284 was
commanded by a man called Kalothetos.!?

After Andronikos Palaiologos’s death the emperor did not
appoint a new Grand Domestic; command was therefore
divided among a number of generals. The reason for this may
have been similar to those that persuaded John Vatatzes to
leave the position of mesazon unfilled after the death of Tor-

state to be concentrated in so few hands. Also the defence
of the newly conquered provinces in Europe required a more
flexible system of command. On _the one occasion in _the last

ears of John Vatatzes’s reign that the bulk of the Nicaean field
army was brought together to face the Epirot forces, over-all

command _was (entrusted) to the Steward Nikephoros Tar-

chaneiotes, who was temporarily invested with the powers of

the Grand Domestic.}4 He may have been officially promoted

this time, men such as Michael Palaiologos, John Makrenos,
Alexios Strategopoulos, and Goudeles Tyrannos.'¢ They
belonged to noble houses, g?: “had not yet been raised to
office, with the exception of Michael Palaiologos who had been
made Grand Constable before the end of John Vatatzes’s
reign.!” Of the previous generation the profovestiarios Alexios
Raoul continued to hold command.!®

The generals who were prominent in the last years of John
Vatatzes’s reign did not long enjoy the favour of his son
Theodore II Laskaris. The new emperor took over command
of the Nicaean armies during the two-year campaign against
the Bulgarians. The office of Grand Domestic was held in

3 Tafel and Thomas II, p. 825, ll. 17-18. He is possibly to be identified with
a certain Domestic of the Schools called Kalothetos who was a correspondent of
Theodore Il Laskaris (Theodore Lascaris, No. cxxxviii, p. 196). Theodore is not
able to disguise how much he dislikes the man.

14 Acropolites I, p. 89, 1. 15-16.

13 Ibid., p. 55, ll. 15-17; Pachymeres I, p. 34, L. 1, p. 127, 11. 17-20. He is probably
to be identified with the Grand Domestic of the Imperial Table mentioned in an~]
epitaph composed by Manuel Philes (Philes, No. 88, pp. 125-6, 1l. 8-9; see Nicol,
Kantakouzenos, pp. 138-40).

16 Acropolites I, p. 90, 1. 6-7. Makrenos appears again in 1262 with the title of §

parakoimomenos as one of the Byzantine commanders in the Peloponnese (Pachymeres |
1, pp. 206-7). On Goudeles Tyrannos, see Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, p. 170.
7 Acropolites 1, p. 134, 1l. 10-12. '* Ibid., p. 92, l. 15-21.
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turn by the brothers George and Andronikos Mouzalon, but
neither appears to have been given military command.'®

At the end of Theodore’s reign command of the main
field arniy_in Asia Minorswas entrusted to the grofovestiarites

Karyanites,?® while the protostrator John Angelos was placed in
command of the Nicaean forces in Europe.?' These appoint-
ments were made by Theodore II Laskaris on his death-bed
and formed part of the measures he took to ensure the peace-
ful sticcession of his son. They also met one of the most serious
military problems facing the emperors of Nicaea. This was the
increasing difficulty they had in co-ordinating the defence of
Asia Minor with the occupation of Macedonia.

Theodore II Laskaris was made aware of other weaknesses
in the military organization of his Empire right at the very
beginning of his reign. There was a lack of trained troops.
The force that he led against the Bulgarians in the winter
of 1254/5 was got together very hastily and was recruited as
he marched towards the enemy.??> Not all by any means were
trained soldiers. During his second campaign against the Bul-

. garians he drafted his huntsmen into the field army.?* At the

end of his reign he had to send a detachment of levies to
reinforce the Nicaean defences in Europe.?

To rémedy these deficiencies Theodore undertook a far-
reaching reorganization of the army. It is extremely doubtful
that he lived to see all his plans carried out. Their completion
was left to Michael Palaiologos. In Theodore’s eyes, the chief
weakness of the Nicaean army @as dits heavy reliance upon
foreigners, especially Latin mercenaries. He objected to the
vast sums of money that had to be expended upon their

| wages. He wanted instead to build up an army that was re-

cruited wholly from his own subjects.?* To this end, he
reduced the privileges and the wages of the western mer-
cenaries.?¢ But there was much more to his military reforms
than simply this, as can be seen from his creation of two new

19 Scutariotes, p. 291, 1. 16-19; Acropolites I, p. 124, 1l. 4-8.

» Acropolites I, pp. 159-60. 21 Ibid., p. 160, 1. 3-15.
21bid., p. 111, 1L 8-7.

3 1bid., pp. 124-5.

2 Ibid., pp. 146-7.

* Theodore Lascaris, pp. 58-9.

26 Pachymeres I, p. 54, 1l. 18-20.
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of exile. In fact, Margarites held tle latter post at the begin-
ning of his career in the imperial service.*?

he regiments o f)the Vardariots and the Varangians, which
Jere promment in the Byzantine armies of the eleventh
and twelfth Centuries, were attached to the retinue of the
emperors of Nicaea. The Vardariots, who were under the
command of a primmikerios, maintained order in the imperial
camp.* The Varangians had special responsibility for guard-
ing the imperial treasury at Magnesia,** but at least some of
them accompanied the emperor on his travels.3$

In the mid-fourteenth century the imperial retinue was
commanded, at least in theory, by the Grand primmikerios.?
This office was held during the period of exile by Constantine
Tornikes, the son of the mesazon. He was appointed to- this
office by John Vatatzes and was given military command, but
in the spring of 1255 he was dismissed both from his com-
mand and from office by Theodore II Laskaris for incom-
petence and cowardice.?” He was replaced in office by John
Angelos, who was also entrusted with a military command,*®
but the commands they held, as Grand primmikerios, were of
forces garrisoning strategic points in Macedonia, not of those
belonging to the imperial retinue. On the other hand, as we
shall see, their troops were almost certainly detachments of
the field army.

A very important section of the Nicaean field army con-
sisted of foreigners. The most prominent of these were the
Latin mercenaries. They are always found in close attendance
upon the emperor, and were presumably loosely attached to
the imperial retinue. They possessed considerable political
power: their indignation was one of the factors which led to
Michael Palaiologos’s acquittal on a charge of high treason,
and they were consulted in the autumn of 1258 over the choice
of a new regent. They came under the command of the Grand
Constable, an office which seems to have been created by

military offices, those of the Grand Stratopedarch and of the
Grand Archon, The former was specially created for his
favourite George Mouzalon in the autumn of 1255.2" The
holder of this office was responsible for the commissariat.?s
With the great increase in the scale of Nlcaearing;gﬂggera-
tions since 1 1242 it must have become essential for the organi-
zggp,n,gf_supphes to be overhauled and put under the control
of a_single official. There are grounds for supposing that
Mouzalon was entrusted with respongibility for overseeing
Theodore Laskaris’s military reforms. e)who assisted
the emperor in_ the measures taken against the Latin mer-
cenaries.?

The creation of the other new office, that of Grand Archon,
appears to be connected with a reorganization of the com-
mand of the imperial retinue. This body formed the nucleus
of the field army. At the beginning of his reign Theodore
Laskaris appointed Constantine Margarites to the new post of
archon of the imperial retinue (allagion or taxis). Soon afterwards,
he was promoted by the emperor to the new office of Grand
Archon.*(It is not likely tha} this gave him new duties; it was
simply a means of advancing him in the court hierarchy.

Margarites was among the most prominent commanders
during Theodore Laskaris’s first campaign against the Bul-
garians. archon of the imperial retinue and later Grand
Archon, he would have been the effective military com-
mander of the imperial retinue. Somé of the subordinate
commands of the imperial retinue, for instance, the posts of
allagator and Grand fzaousios,®' are attested during the period

27 Acropolites I, p. 124, Il. 4-7; Andreeva, Oterki, p. 8

28 pseudo-Kodinos, p. 174, 1l. 10-13. See R. Gullland ‘Etudes sur I'histoire ad-
ministrative de I'Empire byzantin: le stratopédarque et le grand stratopédarque’, BZ
46 (1958), 68~90. 2 Pachymeres I, pp. 54-5.

10 Acropolites I, p. 122, 1. 8—4, p. 123, Il. 6-18. Allagion was used at least by
the beginning of Michael Palaiologos’s reign to mean a regiment of the field army,
the equxvalent of the earlier tagma (Pachymeres I, p. 810, 1. 4; Heisenberg, ‘Palaiolo-
genzeit’, pp. 40-1; Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 179, 1. 1-8; Pseudo-Kodinos, p
187, ll. 6-8). Taxis has very many different usages: it could mean, for instance, Lhc
hierarchy of the imperial court, but here it is dearly the equivalent of the term
syntaxis which is used by the Pseudo-Kodinos to mean the imperial retinue (Pseudo-
Kodinos, p. 175, Il 7-11, p. 182, Il 18-21, p. 185, Il 1-14, p. 196, 1I. 17-28).
That allagion and taxis could be used interchangeably is proof that the imperial
retinue had a military as well as a ceremonial function.

3 See Guilland in REB 18 (1960), 85-6.

3 Acropolites I, p. 123, 1l. 6-18.

3 Ibid., p. 181, Il. 26-8.

% Pachymeres I, p. 71, 1l. 9-12. :
3 Ibid., p. 108, 1L 5-8.

3 Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 175, 1l. 7-11.

¥ Acropolites I, pp. 118-14; Theodore Lascaris, p. 252.

8 Acropolites I, p. 115, ll. 5-7, p. 124, 1l. 9-10.

T e e e




18 THE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATION

John Vatatzes for Michael Palaiologos.*® The effect would have
been to integrate the Latin mercenaries more closely within
the military organization of the Empire. They were paid
wages, but some of them, who are described as imperial liege
knights (kavallarioi), held pronoiai.*® There can be no doubt
that the Latin mercenaries seryed as heavy cavalry. They were
#cruited ih the main, from Constantinoples* 'but they also
came from the Venetian territories in the Levant*? and possibly
also from the Crusader states.*?
Another foreign element in the Nicaean field army was the
corps of Kouman troops, known as the skythikon. They too
ver the choice of a new regent in the autumn
of 1258.4* They were recruited from the ten thousand Koumans
settled by John Vatatzes in Thrace and Asia Minor in 1241.4
This settlement provided the Empire with much-needed man-
power at a crucial juncture in its history. Kouman troops
featured prominently in the Nicaean campaigns in Europe
and played a distinguished part in the surprise attack that
restored Constantinople to the Empire.*¢ How they were
organized is difficult to discover. They retained their tribal
customs and social structure.*” Some of their chiefs were
taken into imperial service and prospered. At least one noble
Byzantine family of the Palaiologan era was descended from
a Kouman chieftain.*® One of Theodore II Laskaris’s trusted
servants was a Kouman named Kleopas. He was placed in
joint command of a Nicaean army.*® On the other hand, the
Koumans’ loyalty was sometimes doubtful. In 1256 those

» Acropolites 1, p. 184, ll. 10-12; Pachymeres I, p. 21, Il. 1-5, p. 54, Il. 15-16;
Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 175, Il. 12-14. See R. Guilland, ‘Le Grand Connétable’, B°19
(1949), 99~111.

40 Pachymeres I, p. 54, 1. 18-20; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 28—4.

4! Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’ II, p. 87, ll. 15-31; ibid. III, p. 9, Il. 2-5, 10, 19.

“2 Tafel and Thomas II, p. 207, 1l. 20-1.

43 See Registres de Grégoire IX, ed. L. Auray, Paris, 1896—1955, 11, No. 4156.

“ Acropolites I, p. 158, 11. 18-20.

43 Ibid., p. 65, Il. 16-20; Gregoras I, p. 87, 1. 4-9.

4 Pachymeres I, p. 86, 1. 2, pp. 137-8, 140-1, p. 143, Il. 9-12; Acropolites I,

. 66, 1. 12,
P 4?See Jean, Sire de Joinville, L’Histoire de St. Louis, ed. Natalis de Wailly, Paris,
1867, pp. 330-2. .

* See above, p. 105.

4 Scutariotes, p. 293, ll. 10-17; Theodore Lascaris, p. 259.
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settled in Macedonia, numberirfg some four thousand,
deserted to the Bulgarians and inflicted a crushing defeat on
a Nicaean army near Didymoteichos.*® In this battle their use
of the bow enabled them to mow down the Nicaean troops
from a distance. It was their skill as archers that made them
particularly valuable for the Nicaean army. The Koumans do
not seem to have had a special commander; small detach-
ments of Koumans, numbering perhaps 300 men, were some-
times distributed among various commanders. !

The Turks only begin to form an important element in the
Nicaean armies after Michael Palaiologos’s return from exile
among the Seljugs.’> There was an important contingent
of them at the battle of Pelagonia where they were almost
certdinly commanded by Nikephoros Rimpsas, a Turk who
had been converted to Christianity.*?

In the course of Michael Palaiologos’s reign the organiza-
tion of the Byzantine field army assumed a much clearer
shape. Its nucleus was provided by the imperial retinue
together with the latinikon and the skythikon. But other regi-
ments (allagia) were recruited from both the European and
the Anatolian provinces of the Empire. At the same time,
troops from the field army were stationed in the cities of the
European provinces of the Empire. They were known as
megaloallagitai** In the early fourteenth century the megalon
allagion of Thessalonica is recorded as well as that of Hierrisos
in the Chalkidike.

Two developments are involved here, both of which can
be traced back to the period of the Nicaean Empire. On the
one hand, provincial troops were drafted into the field army;
on the other, units of the field army were used to garrison
the strategic centres of Thrace and Macedonia. This can be
traced back to the earliest stage of the Nicaean conquest. As
early as 12387 the fortress of Tzouroulon, one of the keys to
the control of Thrace, was put under the command of the

3¢ Acropolites I, pp. 125-6.

le.g. ibid,, p. 139, 1. 6-7.

$21bid., p. 148, 11, 4-19.

*1bid., pp. 168-9, 170-1. Cf. Pachymeres I, p. 829, 1l. 1-2.

%4 Pachymeres I, p. 810, 1. 2-11; Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 187, 11. 4-8, p. 196, 1. 17-28.
3 Dolger, Schatzkammern, No. 50, 1. 4, Nos. 667, 11. 452-3.
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Steward Nikephoros Tarchaneiotes.’® He was succeeded as
governor by another prominent Nicaean commander, John
Petraliphas.’” This process becomes much clearer after the
conquest of Thessalonica in 1246. For example, in 1252
Michael Palaiologos and the protovestiarios Alexios Raoul were
left in command of units of the field army (stratopeda) garri-
soning the fortress of Vodena in Macedonia.*® At the begin-
ning of Theodore II Laskaris’s reign Alexios Strategopoulos
and the Grand primmikerios Constantine Tornikes were com-
manding a detachment of the field army quartered at Serres.
They were ordered in the spring of 1255 to unite their force
with the main field army.*® At the end of this campaign Con-
stantine Margarites and the emperor’s uncle Manuel Laskaris
were left behind by the emperor with a body of troops from
the field army to garrison Didymoteichos and to protect
Thrace, while the emperor returned to Asia Minor.%® In the
autumn of 1256, when the emperor again returned to Asia
Minor, he made careful dispositions for the defénce of the
frontier of his European provinces against the Greeks of
Epiros. Detachments of the field army, including Paphla-
gonians and Koumans, were stationed at Thessalonica under
the command of the emperor’s uncle Michael Laskaris.®! It
is not absolutely certain that the other commanders
appointed at this time by Theodore Laskaris were also given
detachments of the field army. The skouterios Xyleas, for
instance, was made governor of the fortress of Prilep and
commander of the forces stationed around there.5 These
might have come from the field army or they might have been
purely local forces.

-On the other hand, the distinction between local forces and
the field army was becoming blurred. It is in Theodore Las-
karis’s reign that one first sees provincial troops being drafted
into the field army. Paphlagonians played an important part
in the defence of the European provinces against the Epirots

in the closing years of Theodore Laskaris’s reign. They were
held in high regard for their valour and discipline.* Archers
from the Anatolian frontier fought at the battle of Pela-
gonia® and took part in the siege of Galata in 1260.5 In
the.period after the recovery of Constantinople archers drawn
from the Anatolian march of Magedon played a prominent
part in the Byzantine campaigns in the Peloponnese.® Not
all the provincial troops were of the same high quality as the
Paphlagonians. There was always a danger that the local
forces in the European provinces would desert either to the
Bulgarians or to the Epirots.6” When in 1257 Michael Palaio-
logos was sent to reinforce the Nicaean commanders in
Europe, he was given a body of troops recruited in Macedonia.
They .were described as very poorly trained.®® The policy of
drafting provincial troops into the Nicaean field army was
obviously an expedient forced upon Theodore Laskaris by
the critical situation existing in the European provinces. It
may also have been part of his declared policy of building
an army recruited entirely from his own subjects.

It is of course difficult to estimate the size of the Nicaean
field army. Towards the end of the period of exile the indivi-
dual units seem to have varied in strength from about 800
to 500 men.®® The only reliable figure for the total size of
the Nicaean field army is that of 2,000 given as the number
of Nicaean troops at the battle of Antioch in 1211. No fewer
than 800 of these were Latin mercenaries.” The very modesty
of these figures provides strong grounds for believing them to be
accurate. By the end of the period of exile the Nicaean forces
must have been considerably larger than this.” After 1261
Michael Palaiologos was putting very large forces into the

$31bid., p. 189, L 6, p. 147, Il. 22-3, p. 148, 1. 11, p. 161, 1L 6-7.

¢ Ibid., p. 169, 1L 8-5.

¢ Pachymeres I, p. 122, ll. 11-12.

% Ibid., p. 205, Il 15-16, p. 220, 1. 6-10, p. 810, . 10.

$? e.g..Acropolites I, p. 114, I, 22-3.

s Ibid., p. 145, 1. 4.

® Ibid., p. 189, Il. 5-7, p. 144, 1l. 5-10, pp. 147-8.

01bid, p. 116, Il. 6-8, 16-20; Gregoras I, p. 18, Il. 17-18, pp. 19-20.

" There are no reliable figures for the total size of the Nicaean forces at the batde
of Pelagonia. There is, however, a tradition preserved in the Chronicle of the Morea
{ed. Kalonaros, Il. 8696-8711) that they comprised 27 allagia. Reckoning on 400 to
500 men to the allagion this gives a total of 10,800 to 18,500 men.

%6 Acropolites 1, pp. 55-6. 57 Ibid., pp. 58-9. ’

8 1bid., p. 92, 1. 14-19. The term ‘stratopedon’ was used consistently by George
Akropolites to mean a unit of the field army.

% Ibid., p. 114, 1l. 2-6.

 1bid., p. 128, ll. 4~19.

6t Ibid., p. 189, 1. 2-14.

%2 Ibid.
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field. The army which he sent to the Peloponnese in 1263
was no less than 6,000 strong;’ and, at least on paper, the
imperial retinue alone consisted of 6,000 men, divided into
twelve units of 500, each with its own banner.”?

Under Michael Palaiologos the normal means of providing
for the soldiers of the field army was by grants of pronoiai.™
There were pronoia-holders in the Nicaean army from the
beginning of Theodore I Laskaris’s reign. The vestiarites Basil
Vlatteros, who was serving under the emperor’s brother
Alexios, held a valuable pronoia in the neighbourhood of Smyrna
as early as 1207.7* At this time a vestiarites was a high-ranking
officer;’¢ and it is no surprise that Vlatteros should have been
granted a pronoia. There was a very great extension of the
pronoia system under John Vatatzes.”” The grants were not of
uniform value. Many seem to have provided rather modest
revenues.” It was these variations in the value of the pronoia
that made it such an effective means of financing the army.

It has been suggested that holders of pronoiai were obliged
to furnish a certain number of followers for the field army,”
but this view seems to have little support in the sources and
assumes that all pronoiai produced large revenues. This is not
to say that the great men of the Empire did not have their
own households and retinue. Some retainers must have fol-
lowed their lords on campaign, but there is no reason to sup-
pose that, like the bucellarii of the early Empire, they formed
a significant proportion of the army. The soldiers of the
Nicaean field army were certainly accompanied on campaign
by servants who were paid wages. They were popularly
known as tzouloukonai. They were camp followers who hoped
to make their fortunes out of the pickings of war. Only in
exceptional circumstances were they called upon to fight. In
the autumn of 1246 John Vatatzes encouraged them to storm

2 Ostrogorsky, Byantine State, p. 483.

2 Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 196, 1L 17-21.

7 pachymeres I, p. 55, 1. 18, p. 92, 1. 9-10, p. 97, 1l. 18-22; Heisenberg, ‘Palaiolo-
genzeit’, pp. 40-1.

s Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 217-18; Ddlger, Reg., No. 1676.

6 Anna Comnena IV, iv, 8; (ed. Leib) I, p. 152, 1l. 1-2.

77 Scutariotes, p. 286, 1l. 19-22.

" See above, pp. 125-6.
" See 1. Sevienko, ‘On the Preface to a Praktikon by Alyates’, JOBG 17 (1968),

65-72.

MILITARY ORGANIZATION 193

the unfortified lower city of Serrés. They were very poorly
armed.®® Thus pronoiai-holders were accompanied on cam-
paign by servants, but these could hardly be described as
soldiers; and there is no reason to suppose that these were
furnished as a condition of holding a pronoia.

The revenues that a soldier of the field army received from
his pronoia were supplemented by wages. These were paid in
kind (siteresia).®' Possibly he would have received money pay-
ments (rogai) as well. Shortly before 1261 we hear of an in-
spection being carried-out of the provisions (siteresion) stored
for the imperial army at a place called Hagios Kosmas, which
was probably on the island of Cos.?? The official responsible
for this had very wide powers: he was able to order a junior
official to carry out a fiscal survey of the whole of the island
of Cos.

The reforms of Theodore 11 Laskaris and the Nicaean con-
quest of Thrace and Macedonia tended to blur the distinc-
tions between the field army and the provincial armies. The
armies of the themes were restored by the emperors of the
house of Komnenos. Manuel Komnenos created the theme
of Neokastra to defend western Asia Minor against Turkish
raids.?® The army of this theme was still in existence under
the emperors of Nicaea. Constantine Margarites began his
career by serving in its ranks. No other army of an Anatolian
theme is attested during the period of exile, but there is a
strong presumption that, if the army of the theme of Neo-
kastra continued to exist, the same would be true of the
armies of the other Anatolian themes.

There is a dearth of evidence about the organization of the
armies of the themes under the emperors of Nicaea. They
would have come under the command of the duke or governor
of the theme and the stratopedarch of the theme would have
had a special responsibility for their organization.®

In Asia Minor the main task of these armies seems to have
been garrisoning the cities and fortresses. The captains of the
fortresses of the theme of the Optimates came under the

# Acropolites I, p. 75, 11. 1~10.

® Ibid., p. 83, 1. 18-16; Pachymeres I, p. 97, 1. 22.

& Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 208-10.

® Nicetas Choniates, pp. 194-5; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 128-30.
# See below, pp. 252, 255.
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command of Michael Palaiologos who was governor of this
theme in the opening years of Theodore II Laskaris’s reign.®
The captains of fortresses were known as kastrophylakes. They
were not only appointed to local fortresses in Anatolia,
Thrace, and Macedonia, but also to the great fortress cities
of the Empire, such as Smyrna. They had an important role
to play in local administration. 3¢

The soldiers of the garrison were commanded by a tzaousios
who was appointed by the emperor, but who presumably
came under the orders of the kastrophylax.®” During his service
in the army of the theme of Neokastra Margarites attained
the rank of ¢zaousios.®

The defence of the Anatolian frontier was one of John
Vatatzes’s main concerns. He established villages close to the
fortresses in order that they should be properly supplied with
foodstuffs and money.?® When he heard of the Mongol in-
vasion of the Seljuq territories in 1243 he ordered supplies
of corn to be stored in each fortress for years in advance,
while large quantities of arms were got together and carefully
registered.®®

The fortresses were garrisoned by soldiers recruited from
those known as ‘foreigners and free’, that is people not regis-
tered as tax-payers. It was stipulated that these soldiers
should not be paroikoi. They were each given full possession
of abandoned plots of land in the neighbourhood of the
fortresses.®® The system of peasant soldiers had clearly not
completely disappeared. Constantine Margarites came from
a peasant family.*

S Acropolites I, pp. 134=5; Pachymeres I, p. 24, Il. 15-16.

* See below, pp. 266-8.

*7 Sathas VI, p. 647, I1. 16-26. N

8 Acropolites I, p. 123, 1l. 9-11.

% Pachymeres I, p. 69, 1l. 5~11.

" Ibid., p. 134, Il 2-9. i

91 G. Ferrari, ‘Formulari notarili inediti dell’etd bizantina’, Bulletino dell Istituto
Storico Italiano, 38 (1918), No. 18, pp. 55-6. There is every reason to believe that
this formula reflects the conditions existing in the Nicaean Empire. It receives strong
support from the information given by George Pachymeres about John Vatatzes’s
measures for the defence of the Anatolian frontiers. In addition, it is known from
a marginal note that the collection of formulae from which it comes was copied
in 1259. (See N. Oikonomides, ‘Contribution a I'étude de la pronoia au XIIlIe siécle’,

REB 22 (1964), 158-9.)
%2 Acropolites I, p. 128, 1. 6-9.
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Other vestiges of the system of recruiting the armies of the
themes from the local peasantry appear to have survived. The
essence of this system in the tenth century was that the
holders of what were known as military lands were obliged
either to serve in person in the army of their local theme
or to. furnish a substitute. This obligation was known as
strateia. In the course of the eleventh century it became the
normal practice to commute this service.®® As a result, strateia
came to be considered a form of taxation burdening a certain
class of holdings. By the thirteenth century a stratia [sic] had
‘come to mean—on the island of Cos—a kind of holding, but
it is not known whether its holder owed any military service.®*
That strateia retained something of its original significance is
suggested by a document of 1274. Sometime previously there
had been a demand for strateia. As a result the peasants of
Vari near Smyrna were forced to borrow fifty-five hyperpyra
from their lord, the abbey of Lemviotissa.®® The most likely
explanation of this incident is that the peasants had com-
muted any military services that they might have owed.

On occasion, local levies of troops might be raised in the
provinces. They served as archers and infantry and supported
the soldiers of the field army. At times of particular crisis
a corps of levies might be sent to strengthen the Nicaean
forces.®® On what basis these levies were raised it is not pos-
sible to say, nor is it known whether they formed part of the
organization of the armies of the themes.

Indeed, such is the nature of the evidence that it is not
possible to come to anything but the most tentative conclu-
sions about the military organization of the Nicaean Empire.
As we have seen, there is very little information available
about military organization at the provincial level. What does
seem to be clear is that local units were drafted on an increas-
ingly large scale into the field army. This process was to all

%3 See Actes de Dionysiou, 1, No. 1, pp. 40-2; P. Lemerle, ‘Recherches sur le régime
agraire 4 Byzance: la terre militaire & I'époque des Comnénes’, Cahiers de Civilisation
Médidvale, 2 (1959), 265-7.

% Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 217-18. Nothing in this document supports Pro-
fessor Ahrweiler in her contention (B 1958, p. 185) that a stratia was the equivalent
of a pronoia.

% Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 256, 11. 5ff.

% Acropolites I, p. 111, 1l. 8-7, p. 120, ll. 8-10, pp. 146-7.
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intents and purposes completed by Michael Palaiologos very
soon after the recovery of Constantinople. The borderers had
previously lain outside the administrative structure of the
Empire. Their chiefs had enjoyed very generous treatment at
the hands of the emperors of Nicaea. They were now forcibly
enrolled in the imperial army and each man was granted a
pronoia worth forty hyperpyra. This was much less than the
revenues they had previously obtained from their own prop-
erty. It probably represents the standard rate of pronoia
granted to the ordinary soldiers of the field army.*’

THE NICAEAN NAVY

The Nicaean Empire possessed a navy from its earliest days.
At the very beginning of his reign Theodore I Laskaris
assembled a fleet on the Sea of Marmora in an attempt to
challenge the position of the Latins. This fleet was very small,
numbering scarcely more than a dozen vessels, and met with
very little success. Naval activity on the Sea of Marmora seems
to have ended temporarily as a result of the treaty which
Theodore Laskaris concluded with the Latins in 1214; and
by the terms of the treaty made with the Venetians in 1219
no Nicaean warship was to be sent against Constantinople.®®
Theodore I Laskaris also seems to have possessed an
Aegean fleet. This consisted of seventeen galleys and was
under the command of John Steiriones, who had been com-
mander of a Byzantine fleet during the reign of Isaac II
Angelos.*® In the spring of 1207 it sailed into the Sea of Mar-
mora in an unsuccessful attempt to blockade the city of
Kyzikos, which was in Latin hands.!?® Soon afterwards Steir-
iones was sent by Laskaris to fetch the exiled Archbishop of
Athens, Michael Choniates, from the island of Keos.!®!
There is a tradition that Theodore Laskaris captured
Marco Sanudo, the Duke of Naxos, in a sea battle,'%? but

97 Pachymeres I, p. 18, 1l. 2-17.

9 See Tafel and Thomas II, p. 207, 1. 17-28; Ahrweiler, Byzance et la mer, pp.
304-5, 811-13.

% Nicetas Choniates, pp. 636-7.

19 Villehardouin 1I, pp. 290-2, 294-5.

191 Michael Choniates II, p. 159, ll. 26-9.

102 J K. Fotheringham, Marco Sanudo, Congueror of the Archipelago, Oxford, 1915,
pp- 65-6.
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it was not until the beginning of the reign of his successor,
John Vatatzes, that the Nicaean navy brought the important
islands of Lesbos, Chios, Samos, Ikaria, and Cos under
Nicaean rule.'®® The island of Rhodes, which was ruled by
members of the Gavalas family, was not incorporated in the
Nicaean Empire until 1249.'% An expedition of 1233 failed
to secure the island for John Vatatzes.!** Three years earlier,
a Nicaean fleet of thirty-three galleys under the command of
the Grand Duke Auxentios had been sent to bring reinforce-
ments to the Cretans who had risen against the Venetians.
They captured the fortresses of Rethymnon and Milopo-
tamos, but in 1233 thirty Nicaean galleys were wrecked off
the coast of Kythera and the Venetians were gradually able
to restore their position in Crete.!

The Venetians were able to strengthen their hold on Crete
by a treaty concluded in 1234 with the ruler of Rhodes, who
promised not to give any aid to John Vatatzes.'’” A new
danger threatened both the Venetians and the Nicaeans when
in 1248 the island of Rhodes was seized by the Genoese. They
were driven out in the following year by a Nicaean expedition
led by the Buder (pinkernes) John Kantakouzenos, but only
after he had received reinforcements brought from Smyrna
by a Nicaean-fleet.!®

The Emperor John Vatatzes maintained another naval
force on the Sea of Marmora, and along the Hellespont. As
soon as Lampsakos on the Hellespont had fallen into his
hands (1224), he built a small fleet at the shipyards of Olkos
which lay close by.'” Shortly afterwards, he was forced to
burn it to prevent it falling into the hands of the Latins.!1?
This experience did not deter him from having other fleets
constructed for service on the Sea of Marmora. They helped
the Nicaean forces gain a foothold in southern Thrace and
they kept open the Nicaean lines of communication across
the Hellespont from Lampsakos to Gallipoli.'!!

193 Gregoras I, pp. 28-9.

104 Acropolites 1, p. 88, 11. 12-14.

196 Thiriet, La Romanie vénitienne, pp. 97-9.
197 Tafel and Thomas 11, pp. 319-22.

108 Acropolites I, pp. 86-8.

199 Ibid., p. 36, 1. 9-12. Mo Ibid., p. 87, Il. 4-6.
1! See Ahrweiler, Byzance et la mer, pp. 81819, 824.

193 Tbid., pp. 45-6.
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The other main task of the Marmora fleet was to blockade
the city of Constantinople, but this it failed to do. As one
of its commanders, Manuel Kontophre, complained, Greek
seamanship was far inferior to that of the Latins.!!? In 1235
the Nicaean fleet blockading Constantinople was driven off
by the Latin defenders with the loss of twenty-four galleys!
In the following year the Nicaean fleet was unable to prevent
Geoffrey Villehardouin, the Frankish prince of Achaea, from
bringing relief to the city.!!* In 1241 a Nicaean fleet of thirty
galleys was utterly defeated in a battle on the Sea of Marmora
by a much smaller Latin fleet.!'* It was this background of
defeat that compelled Michael Palaiologos to secure the ser-
vices of a Genoese fleet as part of his plans for the conquest
of Constantinople.

As a result of Alexios I Komnenos’s reforms, the Grand
Duke became the commander-in-chief of the Byzantine
navy.''* Of the holders of this office recorded for the period
of the Nicaean Empire only Auxentios seems to have had
command of a Nicaean fleet. The fact that Michael Palaiologos
was honoured with this title when he became regent suggests
that it had become purely honorific.

Theoretically, the Grand droungarios of the fleet was the
Grand Duke’s lieutenant.!!'¢ This office is attested in the reign
of John Vatatzes, when it was held by a member of the
Gavalas family."'” There is no evidence that this man was
given any naval command. It is true that another member
of this family, the ruler of Rhodes, appears to have been in
command of a Nicaean fleet which attacked the Venetian port
of Abydos at the mouth of the Hellespont in 1285.''® This
may mean that on this occasion John Vatatzes was forced to
engage the services of the Rhodian fleet.

The command of the Nicaean fleets does not seem to have
been entrusted to the holder of any particular office. Manuel

112 Acropolites 1, p. 59, 1L, 14-22.

113 1, Longnon, L’Empire latin de Constantinople, Paris, 1949, p. 178.

¥4 Acropolites 1, pp. 59-60.

15 Ahrweiler, Byzance et la mer, p. 209; R. Guilland, ‘Les Chefs de la marine byzan-
tine’, BZ 44 (1951), 222-34.

116 Ahrweiler, Byzance et la mer, pp. 210-11; Guilland, art. cit., pp. 219-21.

117 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 254-5.

U3 Thiriet, La Romanie vénitienne, p. 98, n. 2.
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Kontophre, who only held the dighity of sevastos, was made
commander of the Nicaean fleet on the Sea of Marmora in
1241, but he was almost immediately replaced by the
Armenian Geoffrey. He was reinstated in the following year
and was put in command of the Nicaean galleys which
accompanied Vatatzes on his expedition against Thessa-
lonica.''® The fleet that brought reinforcements in 1249 to
the Nicaean forces on the island of Rhodes was commanded
by the protosevastos Theodore Kontostephanos.'?® In 1242 he
was one of the military commanders of the Nicaean forces
on the expedition against Thessalonica.!?!

The fleet commanded by Kontostephanos, including horse-
carrying galleys, was fitted out at Smyrna. This city was the
main Nicaean naval base on the Aegean and must have pos-
sessed shipyards.!?? Lampsakos, as we have seen, was the chief
naval base on the Hellespont.'?* Nicaean fleets never seem
to have been much larger than thirty galleys'? and were often
much smaller.

The Nicaean navy suffered heavy losses in the attempt to
take the island of Crete and to blockade the city of Constan-
tinople. Yet the emperors of Nicaea seem to have had rela-
tively little difficulty in equipping new fleets. The burden of
equipping and manning these fleets must have fallen, as in
the past, on the coastal areas of the Empire.!** There seems
to have been a close connection between the city of Smyrna
and the Nicaean navy. Not only was a fleet fitted out here,
but the naval tax known as ploimoi, which helped finance the
fleet, was collected annually from Smyrna and the surround-
ing district under the emperors of Nicaea.'? Smyrna was
one of the chief cities of the theme of Thrakesion. Perhaps
it is no coincidence that Manuel Kontophre, one of the

"2 Acropolites I, p. 59, Il 14-21, p. 66, 1. 18-14; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp.
143—4. .

120 Acropolites 1, p. 87, Il. 17-19.

121 Ibid., p. 66, 1. 18-20.

'221bid., p. 87, Il. 14-17; Ahrweiler, Byzance et la mer, p. 487.

12 Acropolites I, p. 86, 1l. 9~12, p. 45, ll. 17-19; Ahrweiler, op. cit., p. 487.
Kyzikos and Kios may also have been naval bases at this time (see Ahrweiler, op.
cit., pp. 819, 436-7).

124 See above, pp. 196-8.

125 See Ahrweiler, op. cit., pp. 205-11, 271-9.

126 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 249-53. See below, p. 225.
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commanders of the Nicaean fleet, should have been governor of
this theme in 1240,'?” just before he took over command of
the Nicaean navy. Again, it may be no coincidence that dur-
ing his term as governor of this theme the collection of ploimoi
was one of his main concerns.'?® The sailors of the Marmora
fleet appear to have been recruited from soldiers stationed
in Bithynia, Kyzikos, and along the shores of the Helles-
pont.'?® It is just possible that at least in the early years of
the Nicaean Empire the Grand Duke retained some responsi-
bility for the organization of the navy and for supervising
it at the provincial level. In 1209 the Grand Duke Theodotos
Phokas, an uncle of Theodore I Laskaris, was responsible for
carrying out some mission for the emperor in the theme of
Thrakesion.!*® He may even have been acting as duke of the
theme.!?! In the twelfth century the office of Grand Duke was
sometimes combined with the governorship of the important
maritime theme of Hellas.'3?

The military organization of the Nicaean Empire was
founded upon the reforms of the emperors of the house of
Komnenos. This can be seen particularly clearly in the special
taxes which were levied to support the army and navy, but
an examination of these is better left to the next chapter
which deals with the fiscal system of the Nicaean Empire.

In the course of the period of exile there were many
changes in the military organization of the Empire. The
direction these took reflects two trends. On the one hand,
the changes came about as a result of the pressure which the

121 See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyme’, pp. 148—4. Another governor of Thrakesion, Theodore
Kryvizziotes, who held this post in 1260 (Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 223-4;
Délger, Reg. 1884), is later found in command of a fleet of one galley and three
galliots (Tafel and Thomas III, pp. 196-7); but Professor Ahrweiler (Byzance et la
mer, p. 322, n. 3) is quite wrong to connect this with his activities as governor of
Thrakesion. It is specifically stated that he was then capitaneum of Rhodes. It should
be emphasized that Manuel Kontophre did not combine the office of governor of
Thrakesion with command of the Nicaean navy, but that there is a strong possibility
that as governor of Thrakesion he was responsible for the equipping of a fleet.

128 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 249-58.

129 Heisenberg in BZ 1905, p. 219, Il. 30-8.

130 Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 153-6.

13t A document of 1221 or 1286 (ibid., pp. 182-8) refers to the late protopansevasto-
hypertatos who had acted as duke of Thrakesion. It seems not impossible that it is
referring to Phokas, who held the honorific title of panhypersevastos.

132 Ahrweiler, Byance et la mer, pp. 271-9. e.g. Eumathios Philokales (see A. Bon,
Le Peloponnése byzantin, pp. 197-9).
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Nicaean conquests in Europe placed upon the resources of
the Empire; on the other, they reflect the way Nicaean central
administration came to be concentrated in the imperial
household. The imperial retinue became the core of the field
army. The chief commands were given very often to the
holders of the most important household offices. At the same
time, military and naval commanders had a very large part
to play in all aspects of the administration. They were
frequently governors of provinces. This is perhaps not
unexpected. More surprising is their involvement in the
fiscal administration of the Empire. Both the Grand Domestic
Andronikos Palaiologos'*® and the protostrator John Ises'*
were responsible for carrying out fiscal surveys.

This particular example reinforces the impression one has
of an administration where there was little division of labour,
where distinctions between departments were of the slightest,
and where it had become normal to entrust a very wide range
of administrative and military duties to the officers and
members of the imperial household.

133 Pachymeres I, p. 222, 1L 8-5.
134 Miklosich and Maiiller VI, p. 181, II. 11-12, p. 190, 1l. 7-8.
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THE FISCAL ORGANIZATION OF THE
NICAEAN EMPIRE

The Byzantine fiscal system was developed from that of the
late Roman Empire. It was one of the real strengths of the
Byzantine Empire and is central to any study of the Byzantine
administrative system. Any examination of it has to be carried
out along a very broad front. It is not enough simply to
investigate the nature of the taxes raised and the type of
organization necessary to assess and collect them. It is also
essential to consider all aspects of the supervision of landed
property. The handing over of property and the settlement
of disputes over property bulk very large in the documentary
sources and appear to have been one of the main preoccupa-
tions of the Byzantine administration. For the recipient of
property or for the litigants the main consideration was of
course the desire for an unimpeachable title-deed, but the
administration had a different end in view: its agents tried
to ensure that taxes would not be lost to the central admini-
stration, or, if the holder of some property was exempted
from taxation, that the exact nature of this exemption was
recorded. The careful supervision of property by the govern-
ment was absolutely essential if the fiscal system was to con-
tinue to function efficiently.

It goes almost without saying that the fiscal system and the
agrarian structure of the Empire were intimately related;
and that changes in the one would lead to changes in the
other. We have already seen how the agrarian structure was
changing. Its evolution was along two main lines: on the one

hand, peasant holdings were increasingly absorbed by the |
great estates, a process which can of course be traced back |
to the tenth century, if not before; on the other, the owners |

of great estates were frequently exempted from the payment

of taxes to the state or, more positively, state revenues were ’
granted out to soldiers, administrators, members of the nobi- |
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lity, and even monks. This had the effect of creating what
amounted to a new form of property imposed on the already
existing agrarian system. As we have seen, this new form of
property, or as it should more properly be called, the pronoia
system, was greatly extended during the period of exile.

What effect did these changes have upon the fiscal system ?
To answer this question two points must be borne in mind.
In the first place, every attempt was made to keep in being
the fiscal system enshrined in the so-called ‘Fiscal Treatise’!
and to adapt it to the changing agrarian system. This was
self-defeating. The core of the fiscal system was the village
comimunity which served as the basic tax-unit. Its members
wére jointly responsible for any arrears that had not been
pardoned by the government. But the owners of large estates
were' able to escape the constraints imposed by this fiscal
solidarity, sometimes at the express orders of the central
administration, but very often illegally. The result was that
the village community came to be less and less effective as
a basis of the fiscal system of the Empire. In the second
place, it is not until the period of exile that one can detect
the emergence of a new fiscal system better adapted to the
changes that had taken place in the system of landed prop-
erty. A due called. epiteleia, unattested before 1204, makes
its appearance; it had a vital role to play in adapting the fiscal
machinery to the pronoia system. There is also a change in the
basic taxes paid to the state. Two new taxes known as sitarkia
and agape appear.

These are only the outward signs of changes that were cer-
tainly taking shape in the course of the twelfth century. The

* fall of Constantinople did not alter the direction of these

changes; it simply accelerated the rate at which they were
takingplace.

It is possible to perceive the general shape of the changes
that were taking place in the fiscal system during the period

b of exile, but their precise nature is much more elusive. The
t reason for this is that there is no source comparable to the

‘Fiscal Treatise’ which would allow one to make a theoretical

¢ reconstruction of the fiscal system. The evidence is extremely
. fragmentary. The main impression one has is of considerable

! Edition in Délger,-Finanzverwaltung, pp. 113—23.
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confusion. There is no clear dividing line between the fiscal
duties entrusted to the provincial authorities and those car-
ried out by agents sent out by the central government; at times,
there does not even seem to be a clear division between offi-
cials responsible for collecting taxes and those responsible for
their assessment. There are also great gaps in the evidence.
For example, one cannot say for sure which official was at the
head of the financial administration of the Nicaean Empire.
More evidence would almost certainly help to clear up
much of the confusion that surrounds the Nicaean fiscal
system, but, as in other aspects of the Nicaean administration,
this confusion does seem to be associated with the emergence
of a new phase in the history of the Byzantine administration.
Again, it was left to Michael Palaiologos to forge a clear-cut
fiscal system out of the confusion existing under the emperors
of Nicaea. On the other hand, the principles upon which
Michael Palaiologos based his reforms follow the directions
of change observable during the period of exile. The vestiarion
or wardrobe became the hub of the fiscal organization, while
the collection of taxes was removed from the provincial
authorities and entrusted to agents of the central government.

1. THE VESTIARION

The vestiarion became the sole central treasury of the Byzan-
tine Empire as a result of Alexios I Komnenos’s reforms. At
its head was the Grand Logariast, who was responsible for
supervising all aspects of the fiscal administration of the
Empire. After the fall of Constantinople the vestiarion con-
tinued to be the sole central treasury, but now, with the dis-
appearance of the sekreta, its competence was enlarged to
include all aspects of the fiscal administration. Taxes con-
tinued to be paid into it, and it remained responsible for
the administration of the state’s income in kind.? Its new
areas of responsibility included keeping the fiscal registers®
and disbursing revenue.* This effectively meant that the whole
fiscal machinery was concentrated in the vestiarion.
2 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 285; Dolger, Reg. 1878.

3 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 45-6; Dolger, Reg. 1729. See Dolger, Finanz- |

verwaltung, pp. 80, 97, 104.
4 Miklosich and Miller 1V, p. 9, ll. 1-5. The late Professor Dolger contended
(Finanzverwaltung, p. 30) that after 1204 the vestiarion also took over responsibility
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This appears to have been the ofe fixed institution of the
Nicaean administration. After the removal of the imperial
residence to the palace of Nymphaion at the beginning of
John Vatatzes’s reign, it was housed in the near-by city of
Magnesia.* A subsidiary treasury was established by Theo-

.dore II Laskaris in the fortress of Astytzion in the Troad.®

This was probably done to facilitate the financing of his
European campaigns.

Virtually nothing is known about the officials who staffed
the vestiarion or about the ministers who had charge of the
financial administration of the Nicaean Empire. On the other
hand, the historians George Pachymeres and Theodore Skou-
tariotes were at pains to stress the care which the Emperor
John Vatatzes lavished upon the finances of his state and to
point out the great treasure which he accumulated in the ves-
tiarion at Magnesia.” Two instances illustrate the emperor’s
close supervision of the financial administration. On one
occasion, he learnt that the two officials who were responsible
for receiving taxes paid into the treasury were neglecting their
duties. He had one of them beaten so severely that he died;
the other was prudent enough to flee to Trebizond.® On
another occasion, an official was found to have made a wrong
tax-assessment. To teach him not to make such mistakes
again, the emperor ordered that the amount wrongly assessed
should in future be paid by the official.® George Pachymeres
hints that Theodore II Laskaris abandoned his father’s care-

- ful financial policies: expenditure became more lavish and

taxation was increased, apparently falling heavily on the.
clergy.'?
It is possible that Demetrios Tornikes’s duties as chief

. minister included responsibility for the fiscal administration

of the Empire, but there is no certain proof of this. During

for the handing over of paroikei. He may be correct, but the instance which he cites

£ as proof of this refers not to the imperial vestiarion but to that of the Empress

Theodora (Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 216, 1. 10-12).
* Scutariotes, p. 286, ll. 7-8; Pachymeres I, p. 68, Il. 4-8, p. 71, 1. 8-9.
¢ Pachymeres I, p. 68, Il. 8-12.
? Scutariotes, p. 286, Il. 7-8 ; Pachymeres I, p. 68, 1l. 6-10, p. 71, 1. 8-9.
® Pachymeres II, p. 296, Il. 5~18.
® Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 251-2; Délger, Reg. 1748.
19 Pachymeres I, pp. 69-70; Theodore Lascaris, pp. 57-8.
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George Mouzalon’s brief regency the administration of the
vestiarion was entrusted to his brother-in-law Hagiotheodor-
ites, who held the post of logothete of the flocks.!! It is just
possible that he was already head of the vestiarion under
Theodore II Laskaris.'?

The office of Grand Logariast is attested during the period .

of exile. It was held about the year 1240 by George Akropo-
lites at the beginning of his administrative career.!* It had
previously been held by Demetrios Karykes, who also held
the post of ‘Consul of the Philosophers’. He was responsible
for carrying out a fiscal survey in the neighbourhood of
Ephesos.'* Otherwise, there is absolutely no evidence con-
necting Karykes with the treasury administration.

The office of logariast of the court is also recorded during
the period of exile.!* The holder of this office had an im-
portant, if minor, role in the financial administration of the
fourteenth century. It was his duty to see that those at court
receiving wages had actually received them and, in addition,
that they had carried out the duties for which they were

aid.!®
P It might be thought that the administration of the vestiarion
would have been subordinated to the protovestiarios. Under the
emperors of Nicaea this office was one of the greatest in
the state, but its functions appear to have been limited to the
ceremonial of the imperial court. As we have seen, the
holders of this office might be entrusted with important mili-
tary commands. There is absolutely no evidence connecting
this office with the financial administration of the Empire.
It would appear that the functions of this office did not keep
pace with the development of the vestiarion from imperial
wardrobe to central treasury and finally to chief organ of the
financial administration. Nor does the protovestiarites appear
to have had any connection with the treasury administration.

i Pachymeres I, p. 53, 1L 18-17.

12 Theodore Lascaris, p. 228, 1l. 8ff. Here Hagiotheodorites is described as
éénynric. It may be a complete coincidence that, according to Pachymeres (I, p. 53,
1. 15), he was in charge of (éfyyeiro) the officials of the imperial treasury.

3 Acropolites 11, p. vii, n. 6, p. 8.

14 Blemmydes, pp. 12-18, 55, 1. 15-17.

1$ Pachymeres II, p. 296, 1l. 11-12.

!¢ Pseudo-Kodinos, pp. 186-7.
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In the Book of Offices of th€ Pseudo-Kodinos the head
of the treasury administration was known as the president
(prokathemenos) of the vestiarion.'” This office is first attested
in the reign of Michael VIII Palaiologos.!® It is not at all
unlikely that it was specially created by this emperor in order
to put an end to the confused situation that appears to have
existed during the period of exile in the organization of the
vestiarion.

2. FISCAL RECORDS

During the period of exile the vestiarion was responsible for
keeping a variety of fiscal records. Records were kept of the
receipts due from various state properties. For instance, the
administrators of the state salt pans near Smyrna were
instructed to give the monastery of Lemviotissa a certain
amount of salt each year. They obtained a receipt from the
monks for the salt. This receipt was then presented to the
vestiarion and the amount of salt given to the monastery was
credited to the administrators’ account with the vestiarion.!®
This procedure is very similar to one used in the Byzantine
fiscal administration before 1204.2°

The vestiarion also kept records of the taxes to be raised and
of any exemptions that might be accorded. It was directed
that an imperial writ of 1232 exempting one of the Lem-
viotissa estates from the payment of annual taxes amounting
to' 1 hyperpyron should be registered in the chartia of the
vestiarion.?! But this tells us very litde about the precise nature
of the fiscal documents preserved in the vestiarion, since chartia
is a general term that simply means documents.??

Before 1204 there were two main types of fiscal register
kept by the central government. The more important was the
cadastral register. It was arranged according to the various

~ fiscal divisions of the Empire. The basic entry was called the

stichos. It recorded the name of the tax-payer, the property
he owned within the village community which, as we have

" 1bid., p. 186, Il. 18-17. ¢ Pachymeres I, p. 884, L. 16.

¥ Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 284-5.

»See N. G. Svoronos, ‘Notes 4 propos d'un procédé de techniques fiscales: la
AOXH’, REB 24 (1966), 97-106.

' Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 45-6; Délger, Reg. 1729.

2 Svoronos, Le Cadastre de Thébes, p. 20, n. 4.
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seen, formed the basic fiscal unit, and the taxes he owed to
the government together with any tax remissions that he
might enjoy.

Less important before 1204 were the praktika. These were
a detailed record of a man’s whole estate, regardless of fiscal
divisions. There would be included not only a description of
the property he held, but also a list of the peasants settled
there and the dues and services they owed him. The taxes
he owed to the government would be recorded, as well as
any exemptions he might have been granted. Praktika were
not only registered in the state archives. They were also issued
to the holders of estates and served as title-deeds. From the
point of view of the administration, the essential difference
between the two types of registers was that the one was
arranged according to fiscal units, while the other was
arranged according to the owners of property.?

After 1204 there is no further record of the cadastral
register, whereas from the late twelfth century there are fre-
quent references to praktika registered in the government
archives; and from 1261 onwards a great many praktika issued
to private individuals or monasteries have been preserved.?
In the fourteenth century another type of fiscal register came
into prominence. It was known as the megale thesis. It was
made up of the records produced by a periodic fiscal survey
known as the apographe. These seem to have been filed in this
register under the names of the individuals responsible for
carrying out the survey. Each provincial authority kept its
own megale thesis; a master copy of these, which went under
the name of ‘the imperial book’, was held by the central
government. Changes in the ownership of property were
entered both in the megale thesis and in the appropriate prak-
tika.?s There are good reasons for supposing that this register
took over from the cadaster as the main fiscal register. It
seems to have been very largely composed of the praktika
drawn up in the course of an apographe.*® A register based

23 Dolger, Finanzverwaltung, pp. 97-102; Svoronos, Le Cadastre de Thtbes, pp. 19-26,
572_‘6]?)'61ger, Finanzverwaltung, pp. 101-2; Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, pp. 262-8.

35 Actes de Zographou, No. xliv, 1. 40-5; Actes de Dionysiou, No. xxv, esp. pp. 141-3.

26 See Dolger, Finanzverwaltung, pp. 111-12, esp. p. 111, n. 8. Cf. Svoronos, L¢
Cadastre de Thébes, p. 63, n. 1.
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upon praktika corresponded much’ better to the needs of the
administration at a time when more and more property
either formed part of great estates enjoying various im-
munities or was granted out in pronoia, and when the village
community became less and less important as a fiscal unit.

There is, as we have already seen, no conclusive evidence
as to the exact nature of the fiscal records kept in the Nicaean
vestiarion. But either the central government or the provincial
authorities kept a register of military praktika®*" and corre-
sponding to this was-a register of civil praktika.?* The one
would contain details of lands and revenues granted out in
pronoia to soldiers; the other surveys of private estates
together with the details of pronoiai granted to civilians.

At the same time, some vestiges of a cadastral register sur-
vived after 1204. In the region of Smyrna there are references
to the payment of dues to the stichos of such and such a per-
son? and to the transference of property from the stichoi of
others to the monastery of Lemviotissa.3® The stichos, it will
be remembered, was the essential element of the cadaster. It
might be argued that the examples cited above simply show
that stichos had lost its technical meaning and had come to
mean a holding. But it is not as simple as this. In a lawsuit
of 1262 the term biologion is carefully defined. The question
at issue was whether the land of a village near the mouth
of the river Maiander was subject to the conventions govern-
ing property granted out in pronoia, or whether it was prop-
erty directly under the control of the state. In the latter case,
the property would be registered in the biologia of the
peasants living in the village and they would pay taxes to
the state for it.*! It can be seen that biologion, which may be
roughly translated as ‘account of livelihood’, is an exact equi-
valent of stichos. This does not necessarily mean that the
vestiarion possessed a cadastral register, but it does allow us to
conclude that during the period of exile two basic types of
fiscal record were kept: one for privileged property and

" Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 70, 1. 19-29.

8 Ibid., p. 818, 1. 10.

 Ibid., p. 121, 1. 16.

¥ 1bid., p. 8, Il. 27-8, p. 25, 1. 1-8, 18-19,

*! Miklosich and Miiller VI, No. Ixxxvi, pp. 212-14; Ddlger, Reg. 1912.
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pronotai; the other for property that still came under the
direct control of the state.

3. FISCAL SURVEYS

These records were very largely obtained and kept up to date
by means of the two traditional fiscal surveys carried out by
the Byzantine administration. The more far-reaching of these
was known as the exisosis ; the more frequent as the apographe.

The exisosis was carried out by officials known as exisotai and
the apographe by those known as apographeis. Both held tem-
porary commissions from the emperor. Under the emperors
of Nicaea the execution of both surveys was entrusted to
some of the greatest men of the state. The exisosis of the pro-
vince of Skamander was carried out by the Grand Domestic
Andronikos Palaiologos and by one Romanos who held the
very elevated court title of Caesar,** while that of the region
of Ephesos was entrusted to the Grand Logariast and ‘Consul
of the Philosophers’ Demetrios Karykes.**

Both before 1204 and after 1261 it was a common practice
to entrust the apographe, or anagraphe as it was called before
1204, to the duke or governor of a theme. This was an
obvious expedient since the duties of apographeus and duke
tended to overlap. But this rarely happened during the per-
iod of exile. The apographe was normally carried out by
prominent members of the central administration. That of
the theme of Thrakesion was accomplished by, among others,
the Chamberlain Alexios Krateros,** the protostrator John
Ises,** and the protovestiarites Zagaromates.>® There were of
course exceptions. John Kantakouzenos appears to have com-
bined the functions of apographeus and duke of Thrakesion,?’
but his position was unusual. In contrast to other holders
of this governorship, he held an important household office,
that of Butler, and, instead of holding the governorship for
the usual term of a single year, he remained in office for at

32 pachymeres I, p. 222, Il. 1-6.

 Blemmydes, pp. 12-18.

3 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 240-1; ibid. VI, pp. 176~9, p. 181, 1. 9-11, p.
190, Il. 6-7. See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 140, 171.

3 Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 181, 1. 11-12, p. 190, 1. 7-8.

3¢ Ibid. VI, pPp- 189-91, 199-201.

71bid. IV, p. 70, ll. 19-29. See Blemmydes, pp. 84—5.

r
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least six years from c¢. 1242 to c. 1249.3% This was a critical
period in the history of the Nicaean Empire: these years saw
both the materialization of the Mongol threat in the east and
the Nicaean conquest of Macedonia in the west, to say
nothing of the annexation of Rhodes and the surrounding
islands carried out by Kantakouzenos himself.** Among these
islands were Leros and Kalymnos. In 1254 their duke, one
Constantine Diogenes, was ordered by the emperor to carry
out an apographe and exisosis of these islands.*® This must have
formed an essential part of a reorganization following their
incorporation in the Nicaean Empire.

This shows that it was possible for an exisosis to be made
for individual provinces or regions of the Empire. It seems
likely that it was more usual for the exisosis to be carried out
for the whole Empire and for an apographe to be made at
the same time. At least, the chronicler Theodore Skoutariotes
singled out the general apographe and exisosis carried out under
John Vatatzes as an extraordinary event. It took place soon
after .the Latins had been driven out of Asia Minor.*!

Otherwise, the apographe does not appear to have been car-
ried out on a general basis, but to have been ordered for
individual themes as the need arose. The normal practice was
to appoint an apographeus to supervise the apographe of each
theme. He had a number of subordinates to whom specific
tasks were entrusted.*? But, on occasions, the emperor might
appoint a separate apographeus for a district within a theme*?
or even sanction a special apographe for a private estate.**

These considerations help to account for the irregular
intervals at which the apographe appears to have been carried
out. On the other hand, it would be true to say that during
the period of exile it took place relatively frequently. Between
1216 and 1249 there were no fewer than six apographai of the
town of Palatia at the mouth of the river Maiander.**

3 Wilson and Darrouzés in REB 26 (1968), No. 6, pp- 20-1; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’,
pp. 144-5.

% Acropolites I, pp. 86-8.

**The praktikon of Constantine Diogenes; for details, see above, p. 189, n. 110.

4! Scutariotes, p. 286, 1. 14ff.

2 Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 176-9, 182-3.

“1bid. 1V, pp. 85-6, 258; Dolger, Reg. 1768.

¢ Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 182-8; Délger, Reg. 1740.

43 Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 190, 1. 6-10.
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The duties of an exisotes and of an apographeus often over-
lapped. Both might be required to hand over property, make
out praktika, register the number of peasants living on a par-
ticular estate, record the size of their families and the nature
of their property, and finally fix the amount of taxes and ser-
vices owed by each household.#¢ The essential difference
between the exisosis and the apographe appears to have been
that the former entailed a thorough revision of the tax-assess-
ment, whereas the purpose of the latter was to register
changes in the holding of land and consequent changes in
the payment of taxes.*’

One of the main aims of the exisosis was to make sure
that a landowner was not holding too much or too little
property in relation to the taxes which he was paying. In
the fourteenth century this applied in particular to land
granted out in pronoia. It was part of the responsibility of
the exisotai to increase or reduce the value of the pronoiai
as the case might be.*® In theory, this ought to have been
reasonably easy to do, since the value of the pronoia was set
out in the holder’s praktikon. This must have helped to render
superfluous that complicated system of rating the value of
property known as the epibole. Before 1204 it had been the
essential basis upon which these reallocations of property
were calculated.®® It should be said that during the period
of exile there is no evidence that either of these procedures
was carried out. But there is one small feature which under-
lines how important the exisosis was for the agrarian and fiscal
organization of the Nicaean Empire. It seems to have been
part of the exisotes’s duties during the period of exile to
dispose of all land and property which was found to be
without an owner.*°

The purpose of the exisosis and of the apographe may seem
simple enough, but these surveys imposed a vast number of
different tasks upon those entrusted with their execution.
They amounted to nothing less than a periodic surveillance

46 See ibid., pp. 208-10, 214-16, 217-19; Praktikon of Constantine Diogenes.

41 See Dolger, Finanzverwaltung, pp. 79-81; Svoronos, Le Cadastre de Thibes, p. 124.

4% Cantacuzenus II, p. 62, Il. 7-15.

49 See Svoronos, Le Cadastre de Thebes, pp. 119-29; id., ‘L’Epibolé & I'époque des

Comneénes’, Travaux et Mémoires, 3 (1968), 875~95.
s¢ Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 208-10. Cf. ibid., pp. 207-8.
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of all aspects of the holding of laid. A very important aspect
qf this was the settling of disputes over property. This pro-
vided the apographeis with a large part of their work.

Perhaps a single example will suffice to illustrate the proce-
dures inv<_)lved. In 1264 David Vroullas, who was responsible
for carrying out the apographe in the neighbourhood of
Smyrna, was called upon to give judgement in a dispute
between the monastery of Lemviotissa and the heirs of a
soldier called Michael Angelos. The parties were quarrelling
over their respective' rights in a fish-pond on the river
Hermos. Vroullas’s judgement favoured the monastery. His
dec1§ion was based not only upon the documents which both
parties produced to support their claims, but also upon the
testimony of local people. He made out a document known
as an apokatastasis in which possession of the disputed prop-
erty was confirmed to the monastery. It was directed that
this property should be entered in the monastery’s praktikon
and should be struck out from that produced by the oppos-
ing party.>!

Other aspects of the work of an apographeus are illustrated
by another example. In 1288 the imperial secretary John
Konstomares®? was apographeus of the katepanikion—that is the
chief fiscal division of a theme—of Smyrna. A complaint was
i brought before him by the monks of Lemviotissa. They
 alleged that a former duke of the theme of Thrakesion, John
i Angelos,*® had imposed upon a holding which they had
bought from a peasant called Kakavas a tax known as epite-
| leia. This the monks claimed had been done without proper
j cxamination. Konstomares upheld the monks’ complaint: the
state had no right to demand the payment of an epiteleia from
b this property, since he himself had handed over Kakavas else-
i where and had fixed the taxes and dues which the latter
L owed.**

- This document raises a great many problems -which will
I have to be considered in detail later, not least the question
b of the nature of the epiteleia. For the moment, it is sufficient

$ Ibid. IV, pp. 244-7.

%2 See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 159-60.

% Duke from 1285 to 1286. See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, p. 142.
* Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 85-6.
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to underline three general points that it illustrates. In the first
place, it shows the way that an apograheus was able to check

irregularities in the holding of land and in the payment of }

taxes; he was in a position to scrutinize the work of previous
provincial governors. In the second place, it was part of his
normal duties to hand over peasants and, as other examples
show,’ property as well. Finally, it was his responsibility to
assess the taxes a man owed and the services he was called
upon to perform.

The handing over of property and the assessment of taxes
were vital aspects of the administration which came under the
periodic supervision of the apographeis. But in the intervals
between their surveys, these tasks might be entrusted by the
emperor to a variety of officials. Consequently, the following
examination will not be concerned with these aspects of the
administration as the special responsibility of the apographeus,
but will concentrate upon the procedures involved.

4. THE HANDING OVER OF PROPERTY

(a) The handing over of imperial grants of property.

For obvious reasons this is an aspect of government that
bulks large in monastic archives and cartularies. It was

entrusted to very many different imperial functionaries in

addition to the apographeis. During the period of exile there
are examples of this task being carried out by the governors

of themes, by the governors of cities, and by the admini- 4

strators of imperial estates.’® The procedure was relatively
straightforward. The recipient of an imperial grant would

obtain an imperial order specifying the property to be |
handed over. He would then take this to the official

53 e.g. Theodore Lascaris, pp. 809-10; Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 176-9.

36 The following account is based on the handing over of the following possessions

to the monastery of Lemviotissa: (1) the chapel of St. George Exokastrites by the

governor (prokathemenos) of Smyrna, George Monomachos, in Nov. 1227 (Miklosich

and Miiller TV, pp. 43-5; Délger, Reg. 1717); (2) two zeugaria of land from the
imperial estates of Koukoulos by Stephen Kalopyros, their administrator (epikraton),
in July 1281 (Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 142—4 ; Ddlger, Reg. 1725); (8) six zeugaria

of land from the same imperial estates by the governor of Smyrna, John Alopos, in
Apr. 1234 (Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 142—4; Dolger, Reg. 1787). It is also ¢
based on the handing over in Feb. 1216 of the metochion of Pyrgos to the monastery |

of St. John of Pamos by Andronikos Mauropodos, acting on behalf of the

parakoimomenos Alexios Krateros (Miklosich and Maller VI, pp. 176-9. For the dating |
of this document, see Glykatzi-Ahrweiler in B 28 (1958), 185).

j
|
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appointed by the emperor to hand over the property in ques-
tion. The official would either carry this out in person or
would delegate the task to one of his subordinates. Whoever
finally took on the job collected together the chief men of
the city or the village in which the property was situated. A
notary was normally included in their number. Then together
they made a perambulation of the bounds of the property.
The limits thus established were set down in a deed known
as a paradosis or paradotikon gramma, which thereafter served

. as a title deed. In the-case of the chapel of St. George Exok-

astrites in Smyrna, which was handed over to the monastery

- of Lemviotissa in 1227, an inventory was also made of the

chapel’s movable property. This consisted in the main of
liturgical books.

The imperial grant of an estate or of a village which
enjoyed varying degrees of immunity from taxation and from
the imperial administration involved a much longer and

much more complicated procedure. The surrender of the vil-
} lage of Vari near Smyrna to the monastery of Lemviotissa
i must serve as a single example. It was granted to the monas-
- tery by John Vatatzes by a chrysobull dated August 1228.5

The process of handing it over was not completed until

. March 1285.%% This village had belonged before 1204 to the

Constantinopolitan monastery of Pantokrator and had then

f been granted by Theodore I Laskaris to Basil Vlatteros as
¢ a pronoia.’® After his death his family continued to claim pos-
¢ session of property in the village and disputed Lemvio-
E tissa’s rights there. Their claims were dismissed by imperial
prostagmata of August 1232 and July 1283, which upheld
f the monastery’s possession of the village. The monastery also
g had to prosecute a number of other lawsuits, in particular
k one against the inhabitants of the village of Mantaia.5? These
concerned properties which had originally belonged to the
4 village, but which had already been lost before 1204.63

*?Miklosich and Muller IV, pp. 1-4; Délger, Reg. 1718.
** Miklosich and Muller 1V, pp. 4-18; Dalger, Reg. 1742.
¥ See Glykauzi-Ahrweiler in B 28 (1958), 57,

% Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 194-5; Délger, Reg. 1728.

§  *' Miklosich and Miller IV, pp. 198-200; Délger, Reg. 1734.

$2'Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp- 210-11; Dolger, Reg. 1815.
¢ Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 184-5, 187-9.
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In 1284, after the claims of the Vlatteros family had
finally been set aside, the Duke of Thrakesion, Constantine
Laskaris, was ordered to register the paroikoi settled at Vari
and to fix the appropriate taxes and dues which they owed
to the monastery of Lemviotissa. In December 1234 the strato-
pedarch of Thrakesion and Philadelphia, Michael Phokas,
was instructed by the emperor to carry out a survey (peri-
orismos) of all the monastery’s possessions.®* He completed the

64 1bid., pp. 182-3; Dolger, Reg. 1740. Mme Ahrweiler’s attempt (‘Smyrne’, p. 145,
n. 97) to redate the document in question to the year 1249 seems to rest on very
questionable grounds, not least that in 1249 John Kantakouzenos continued to hold
the office of duke of Thrakesion (see Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, p. 144). It is therefore
unlikely, though not impossible, that Constantine Laskaris, to whom the document
is addressed in his capacity as Duke of Thrakesion, could have held that office in
1249.

The document in question is dated August, Indiction 7 (= 1219, 1234, 1249,
1264). Mme Ahrweiler and Délger agree that the year 1232 can be accepted
as the terminus post quem. In that year the abbacy of Gerasimos Opsikianos, men-
tioned in the document as the former abbot, came to an end. But Ahrweiler cannot
accept Dolger’s terminus ante quem of 1240. In that year a Michael Gounaropoulos
is mentioned as dead (Miklosich and Miiller, p. 195). Délger identified this man
as the Michael Gounaropoulos mentioned in the document in question. But, as Mme
Ahrweiler points out, he was probably dead before 1225 and he was certainly dead
before 1232 (ibid., p. 190). She prefers an identification with another Michael
Gounaropoulos, a nephew of the above, who was still a minor in 1285 (ibid., p.
18). Consequently, the docurnent under discussion, which shows him holding land,
must be dated to a period when he had reached his majority, and therefore, accord-
ing to Mme Ahrweiler, 1249 is the most likely date. In fact, a close examination
of the document in question shows that Mme Ahrweiler’s identification and dating
are quite irrelevant. It is clear that the Michael Gounaropoulos who is referred to
in this document is none other than the dead man. This may have been a mistake
on the part of the administration or simply a convenient way of referring to his
heirs.

This man formerly held 8 veidatika of land in the village of Vari. He gave one
of these to Vlatteros. This piece of property had since passed into the possession
of Lemviotissa. Nevertheless, he was still trying to give it to one of his relatives.
Duke Laskaris was instructed to see that this did not happen. There can be no doubt

that Vlatteros was the man who had originally held the village in pronoia. It is not |
known when he died, but it must have been before 1228. It seems quite unlikely }

that 2 minor in 1285 could have held land and alienated some of it so many years

previously. The date of the alienation of the property in question may have been |

as early as Nov. 1207 (see ibid., pp. 185-7).

One has to put this document into its proper context, namely the dispute between §
Vlatteros’s heirs and Lemviotissa over property alienated to Vlatteros by various }
members of the .Gounaropoulos family. This was a dispute that raged, as we have |

seen, in the early 1230s. By the late 1240s it had long been settled. Consequently,

since there can be no doubt about the terminus post quem, the year 1284 must stand |

as the date of the document in question.
s Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 4-5; Dolger, Reg. 1742.
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task in the following March.® This was the final stage in the
hariding over of the village to the monastery. To judge from
subsequent lawsuits, Phokas’s survey served the monastery as
a title-deed to the village of Vari as well as to many of its
other properties, but it is not a praktikon in the true sense.
It only preserves records of the paroikoi settled on the monas-
tery’s estates for the village of Vari.¢” These details were no
doubt taken from the apographe made in the previous year
by Constantine Laskaris.

The handing over of estates seems therefore to have
involved four separate stages. First, an imperial chrysobull
had to be obtained. In it would be set out the property to
be handed over and the rights and immunities that the re-
cipient would enjoy. Then conflicting claims had to be ex-
amined. This might take several years. When these had been
finally settled, an apographe would be made of the estate, that
is to say the paroikoi settled there would be registered and
their taxes, dues, and services would be fixed. The final stage
was the establishment of the bounds of the estate and the
drawing up of an inventory of all that was contained therein.

The handing over of the village of Vari gives some idea
of the efficiency of the Nicaean administration. The apographe
was ordered in August 1234, the establishment of its bounds
in December of that year; and the whole operation was com-
pleted by the following March. These tasks were carried out
by the duke of a theme and by the stratopedarch of a theme.
It is probable that it was normal to entrust tasks of this
nature to the provincial authorities. They might, in certain
circumstances, have been carried out by an apographeus; and
certainly, such an operation would later be checked by the
apographeis, should any irregularities be brought to their
attention.

(b) The handing over of pronoiai

The procedure employed for handing over pronoiai resembled
that described above for large estates, but there was one very
important difference. All that was involved in the transfer of
Vari into the possession of the monastery of Lemviotissa was

6 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 5-18.
¢ Ibid., pp. 14-16.
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the handing over of a specific village and the peasants settled
there. It was, at all events, a grant in full ownership, but at
this time the grant of a pronoia only brought with it certain
temporary rights of ownership, It was above all a grant of
revenues belonging to the state and, as such, it was only
natural that its monetary value (nomismatike posotes) should be
the first detail to be established.®® The problem was to find
property on which this revenue could be drawn. This led to
a somewhat complicated process, some of the details of which
have been preserved in a formula dating from the period of
the Nicaean Empire.®®

This formula shows that the holder of a pronoia obtained
an imperial writ setting out the property on which he was
to draw his revenues. He brought it to an official of the pro-
vincial administration empowered by the duke to hand over
imperial grants of property. This official then handed over
to the holder of the pronoia the required amount of land and
listed the peasants settled there, with details of their families
and their substance. If the pronoia-holder did not receive the
full amount of land to which he was entitled, the remainder
was to be handed over as soon as it became available.

N. Oikonomides, who has recently examined this formula,
considers that it only describes a temporary stage in the
handing over of a pronoia. For, though the form employed in
the formula resembles that of a praktikon, it does not state
the taxes, dues, and other services which the peasants would
have owed the holder of the pronoia. Nor is there any mention
of any demesne land that the holder might have possessed;
nor, finally, is the value of the pronoia given. Oikonomides
believes that a full praktikon containing all these details would
have been made out at a later stage, possibly by the duke
of the theme.™

In all this he may very well be right, but he also suggests
that the monetary value of a pronoia was only fixed at this

8 See Actes de Zographou, No. xxix ; Actes de Xéropotamou, Nos. 9-10.

6 G. Ferrari, ‘Formulari notarili inediti dell’etd bizantina', Bulletino dell’Istituto
Storico Italiano, 88 (1918), 50; N. Oikonomides, ‘Contribution 4 I’étude de la pronoia
au Xllle siécle: Une formule d’attribution de paréques 4 un pronoiaire’, REB 22
(1964), 158-75.

0 Oikonomides in REB 22 (1964), 170-4.
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later stage. There are grounds for believing this to bé mis-
taken. In May 1261 an imperial official was ordered by the
emperor to go to the estate of Palatia and to divide up all
the waste property to be found there, together with other
appurtenances, into plots of a fixed monetary value (nomis-
matike posotes). He was then to hand them over to Constantine
Pepagomenos and fifty-two archontopouloi as pronoiai according
to the value of the pronoiai granted to each of these men.”

It is immediately apparent that there are differences
between the procedure for handing over a pronoia described
here and that described in the formula; and this, for the
simple reason that the document of 1261 and the formula
describe different stages in the handing over of a pronoia. The
former is concerned with property that had never previously
been granted out in pronoia. We are therefore face to face with
the very first stages in the formation of a pronoia: land which
was to be granted out in pronoia was first surveyed by an imperial
official and divided up into plots, each having a fixed value.
In other words, the monetary value of a pronoia was fixed
at the outset. The advantage of this is obvious. When these
holdings were next granted out in pronoia, their value was
already known and there was no need for any detailed survey
by the provincial administration. The formula makes it quite
clear that the official responsible for handing over property
to the holder of a pronoia simply transferred to him property
previously granted out in pronoia, but now vacant.”

In the course of time, irregularities were almost bound to
occur. Property originally granted out in pronoia, the village of
Vari for example, might later come to form part of a great
estate. The holder of a pronoia might find ways to increase the
value of his pronoia. We have seen how Basil Vlatteros bought
up. property forming part of his pronoia. In this, and in many
other ways, the original value of a pronoia might be falsified. It
was the purpose of the exisosis either to rectify these changes or
to proceed to a new division of the lands set aside for pronoia.

It is not known whether the apographeis were called upon
to keep a check upon the value of pronoiai, but it is known

" Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 207-8; Délger, Reg. 1891.
2 Oikonomides in REB 22 (1964), 160, 11. 10-12.
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that under Michael Palaiologos it was the practice for thé
government to increase the value of pronoiai out of the sur-
pluses of the apographeis (perisseiai apographeon).”® What were
these surpluses? A document of July 1231 throws some light
on the problem. In that year a member of the imperial
household called John Syropoulos was instructed to return
fifteen hyperpyra ‘of the surplus of hyperpyra found as a result
of your apographe on the estates of the monastery of Lemvio-
tissa’. He was to arrange that the remainder of this ‘surplus’
was paid into the vestiarion by the monastery.” The first point
that has to be emphasized is that this surplus was in money,
for the surpluses mentioned in the ‘Fiscal Treatise’ and in
documents of the late eleventh century were in land. These
represented property for which the owner was found to be
paying no tax, or insufficient tax. The state possessed the
right to confiscate such property.” Surpluses in land are still
met with after 1261. The apographeus could transfer them to
whomsoever the emperor directed.’®

By analogy, surpluses in money must represent revenues
illegally enjoyed by a landowner; and, in particular, anything
over and above the state revenues that he was allowed. Some-
times, even this might be granted to a landowner by the
emperor, as the following example shows. In 1196 thé
Emperor Alexios III granted the monks of Patmos a property
on the island of Crete together with the taxes that it owed
to the state—which amounted to 48 nomismata. In addition,
the monastery was to keep any ‘surplus income’ (tijy tij¢ €io6-
dov meplooeav).”

There can be little doubt that the ‘surpluses of the apogra-
pheis’ represented revenues enjoyed by a landowner in excess
of the state revenues that he had been granted and other pay-
ments that had been officially approved. This underlines the
value of the apographe. It provided a means both of ensuring
that revenue was not lost to the state and of keeping a check
on the incomes of the holders of privileged property.

3 Heisenberg, ‘Palaiologenzeit’, pp. 3741, 78; Ddlger, Reg. 1994.

* Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 254 ; Dolger, Reg. 1726.

5 Svoronos, Le Cadastre de Thébes, pp. 38-9, 45-6, 127-9.

6 See Actes de Xéropotamou, No. 19, pp. 167-8. Cf. Délger, Schatzkammern, No. 17,

No. 43/4, 11. 142, 161.
7 Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 181-2.
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5. THE ASSESSMENT OF TAXES

Inseparable from the handing over of a pronoia or other privi-
leged property was the establishment of the taxes and services
owed by the peasants settled there. In the case of a pronoia
or an immunity these would be due to the holder; in other
cases they would normally go to the state. The assessment
of the taxes and services to be paid by the peasantry might
be the responsibility of the exisotai™ or of the apographeis.”
It was also a task often-entrusted to the provincial authorities.

These taxes and services naturally varied with the size of
the holding and with the number of livestock that a peasant
possessed. For fiscal purposes peasant holdings were standard-
ized and the peasantry divided into classes. As we have seen,
a peasant might be a zeugaratos, a voidatos, an aktemon, or an
aporos.’® Zeugaratoi and wvoidatoi held units of land which
were called zeugaria and voidata respectively. In origin, they
probably corresponded to the amount of land which could
be cultivated on the one hand by a pair of oxen, and on
the other by a single ox. Their exact size varied with the
quality of the land.® They were also fiscal units. The aktemones
and aporoi would not have possessed regular holdings, but
they probably held odd plots of land, possibly leased others,
and may have possessed some olive trees. The aktemones often
owned asses, sheep, and goats. Many would have worked
as labourers, some as village craftsmen.

In 1234 Constantine Laskaris, then Duke of Thrakesion,
was instructed, as we have seen, to make an apographe of the
village of Vari. His most important task was to inspect the
peasantry settled there, to establish them on either zeugaria
or voidatika according to the wealth and substance of each,
and to fix the appropriate taxes and services which they were
to owe to the monastery of Lemviotissa.??

" 1bid., pp. 208-10; Praktikon of Constantine Diogenes.

™ Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 85-6; ibid. VI, pp. 182-8. Cf. ibid. VI, pp. 188-9.

£ Tafel and Thomas II, pp. 208-9; Oikonomides in REB 22 (1964), 160, 11. 17-19,
pp- 169-70.

$18ee N. G. Svoronos, 'Sur quelques formes de la vie rurale 3 Byzance:
petite et grande exploitation’, Annales, Economies, Sociétés, Civilisations, 11 (1956),
331-2.

82 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 182-8; Délger, Reg. 1740.
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A document of 1282 known as the apokope ton psomion®*
sheds a little light on the procedures involved. It contains
a series of tables. These give, on the one hand, the real value
of lands of various qualities and the rate at which they were
to be taxed, and, on the other, a notional size of the holdings
of the different classes of peasant, e.g. a zeugaratos would hold
40 modioi of land valued at 60 hyperpyra; a monovoidrios 30
modioi valued at 40 hyperpyra; and a pezos 20 modioi valued at
20 hyperpyra.®*

The official concerned would register all the peasant
holdings together with any other land on the estate re-
maining over. Most of this would be valued separately from
the peasant holdings, but some of it would be added to the
peasant holdings, since the size given for them in the tables
was purely notional. Their real size would depend upon
the quality of the land available. The notional figure given
in the tables provided a starting-point from which it was
possible to establish the real size of these holdings, no matter
what sorts of land were contained within the bounds of a
particular estate or village.

The purpose of the apokope ton psomion was to allow the
administration to establish the value of an estate (proasteion)
for purposes of taxation.®s Nothing is said about the dues and
services owed by the peasants to their lord for their holdings.
A rough idea of the dues paid by the different classes of the
peasantry can be obtained from the so-called Tributa Lamp-
sacenorum of 1219. This is an account of the revenues derived
from Lampsakos on the Hellespont by its Venetian lords. The
zeugaratoi each paid roughly 10 hyperpyra per annum; the
voidatoi 5 hyperpyra; the aktemones between 24 and 3 hyperpyra;
and the aporoi a single hyperpyron. The aporoi excepted, theywere
also called upon to perform corvées; these were commuted

$3F, I. Uspenskij, ‘Vizantijskie zemlemery. Nabljudenija po seljskago khozjajstva’
(‘Byzantine surveyors. Observations on Agrarian Economy’), Trudy VI arkheologiches-
kago s'ezda v Odesse, 11, Odessa, 1888, pp. 802-8. Since the method of dating
employed in this document follows a Cypriot convention (see Svoronos, Cadastre
de Thébes, p. 125, n. 2), it seems likely that it reflects the administrative practices
followed in Cyprus, but these presumably go back to twelfth-century Byzantine ad-
ministrative practice:

# The classes are slightly different from those attested in western Asia Minor; these

are given as follows: zeugaratos, voidatos, aktemon, and aporos.
$¢ See Uspenskij, art. cit., pp. 307-8.
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to a total payment of 810 hyperpyra, at the rate of 4 hyperpyra
for each zeugaratos and voidatos and probably a single hyper-
pyron for each aktemon.

The basic tax which each tax-payer owed to the state was
known as the telos.®” It was of course perfectly possible for
the state to alienate its rights to the telos of a particular region
or village. In this case the tax-payer, as we have seen, would
pay his taxes to the beneficiary of the grant and become his
pargikos, but the rate of payment would have remained
exactly the same. The telos was assessed on a tax-payer’s sub-
stance. We have already noted that the peasantry, who
formed the vast majority of tax-payers at Byzantium, were
divided into fiscal classes on the basis of their substance and
were expected to pay the appropriate telos.®®

Besides the telos a peasant household had to bear other
charges. As we know, in 1238 the apographeus Konstomares
assessed the taxes and dues that the peasant Kakavas was to
pay. He distinguished three categories of taxes for which he
was liable. There were first the military .dues (stratiotika
zetemata), secondly, the ‘state chapters’ (demosiaka kephalaia),
which consisted of two taxes known as agape and sitarkia, and
finally .there were other dues he was called upon to pay, just
like other paroikoi.®® It was the second category which would
have constituted the telos or demosion, as it was often called.

Let us begin by examining the two basic taxes raised dur-
ing the period of exile, the agape and the sitarkia. It was only
with some reluctance that the government exempted the
holders of privileged property from the payment of these
taxes. It was even laid down that in normal circumstances

% Tafel and Thomas II, pp. 208-9. It is not at all certain how the value of the
corvées was worked out. Each zeugaratos and voidatos was certainly expected to com-
mute his corvées at the rate of 4 hyperpyra. The total number of peasants of these
two classes was 73. Altogether their corvées would have been worth 292 hyperpyra.
The total value of the corvées, it will be remembered, was 310 hyperpyra. The differ-
ence is 18 hyperpyra; and there happened to be 18 aktemones at Lampsakos. This
allows one to conclude that the aktemones each commuted their corvées at the rate
of 1 hyperpyron.

%" See Svoronos, Le Cadastre de Thébes, pp. 189—41; Ostrogorskij, Féodalité, pp. 811~
2.

% e.g. before 1246 a peasant woman of Palatia was paying a voidiatikion telos of
1 hyperpyron to her local tax authority (Miklosich and Miller VI, pp. 188-9).

¥ Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 85-6.
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these, together with a tax called ploimoi, would be paid on
all property except that granted out in pronoia.*®

Neither the agape nor sitarkia are recorded before 1204, but
the latter seems to be identical with a tax called zeugaritikion
which is attested before 1204. It then seems to have been an
additional tax payable on plough teams (zeugaria).®* From
what has been said about the nature of the zeugarion, it is
easy to see that plough teams were a fairly accurate reflection
of a man’s worth and of the land that he cultivated. Conse-
quently, they provided an excellent basis for the assessment
of taxation. The change in nomenclature merely reflects the
way in which what was originally only an additional tax
became a basic one, but it remains something of a mystery
why the name sitarkia should have been chosen. It literally
means ‘supplies’ and was the Greek term used as an equiva-
lent for the late Roman annona. As is well known, a large
part of the annona was paid in kind, but sitarkia was paid in
money.*? Possibly, there is something to be said for Professor
Ahrweiler’s intuition that the proceeds of the sitarkia went
towards the costs of provisioning the cities and fortresses of
the Empire. In similar vein, she hazards the guess that the
revenues derived from the agape went towards the payment
of subsidies to foreign powers under the terms of treaties
(agapai) concluded with them.®? In other words, the proceeds
of these basic taxes were set aside to meet some of the essen-
tial needs of the state. Ingenious as this hypothesis is, it is
not supported by any solid evidence; and it offers no
explanation of the basis upon which the agape was raised.
Given that sitarkia was paid on plough beasts and plough-
lands,®* agape was presumably the basic tax paid by those
without any. On the face of it, it seems likely that agape would

% Zepos, Ius I, p. 663, Il. 3-5.

%! Svoronos, Le Cadastre de Thdbes, p. 189, n. 7; Kaidan, Agramye Otnolenija, pp.
141-8; F. Délger, ‘Zum Gebiihrenwesen der Byzantiner’, in Byzanz und die européische
Staatenwelt, p. 257, n. 88; Doélger, Finanzverwaltung, pp. 58, 59; Ostrogorskij, Féoda-
lité, pp. 805, 857-8.

%2 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 45-6; ibid. V, p. 18, II. 10-18; Dé&lger, Reg. 1729.

% H. Glykaui-Ahrweiler, ‘La Concession des droits incorporels. Donations condi-
tionnelles’, Actes du XITe Congrés International d’Etudes Byzantines, 11, p. 109, n. 85.

¥4 Sitarkia would not only have been paid on plough teams (zeugaria), but also
on single oxen, c.g. the voidiatikon telos mentioned above, p. 223, n. 88.
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have corresponded to the edrlier hearth tax known as the
kapnikon. The latter tax is not recorded during the period of
exile, though it does reappear after 1261,°° when the agape
is rarely found.

Typical military dues were those such as ploimoi and kon-
taratoi. Ploimoi, which literally means ‘sailors’, may have some
connection with the naval service owed in the old maritime
themes. This underwent a transformation similar to that
already noted in connection with military service.®¢ It was
commuted in the course of the eleventh century for a money
payment. Until the reign of John II Komnenos (1118-43) the
revenues derived from this source were earmarked for the
upkeep of the fleet, but it was then decided, on the advice
of the chief financial minister of the day, John Poutzes, that
this income should go directly into the imperial treasury; and
it became the treasury’s responsibility to find the sums
needed for the upkeep of the navy.®’

This measure must have gone a long way towards trans-
forming ploimoi from a due for which only certain properties
were liable into a regular tax. We have seen that it was one
of the chief taxes raised during the period of exile.®® It was
assessed in units of ploimot, which betrays the origins of this
tax. Thus, in 1285 the village of Vari, near Smyrna, was
assessed at one and a half ploimoi out of a total of 150 ploimai.
This total presumably represents the number of sailors that
the katepanikion of Smyrna theoretically owed for naval ser-
vice.”” The fiscal value of a ploimos is not known. Kontaratoi,
which literally means ‘spearmen’, presumably had a history
similar to that of ploimoi.'®°

The dues that Kakavas was called upon to pay, like any
other paroikos, were probably the various angareiai and

% Dolger, Finanzverwaltung, pp. 51-8 ; Kaidan, Agrarnye Otnolenija, pp. 1491,

% See above, p. 195.

97 Nicetas Choniates, pp. 74~5. See Ahrweiler, Byzance et la mer, pp. 211-12, 280-8;
Lemerle in Cahiers de Civilisation Médidvale, 2 (1959), 274-5; Stadtmuller, Michael
Choniates, pp. 174, 291; H. Antoniadis-Bibicou, Etudes d’histoire maritime de Byzance.
A propos du ‘Théme des Caravistens’, Paris, 1966, pp. 42~5.

%8 See Zepos, fus 1, p. 663, 1l. 3-5.

% Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 250-2; Délger, Reg. 1748, 1756.

100 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 217, L. 8, p. 224, 1. 19, p. 251, ll. 1-22. Other
military dues may have been: stypaxoungoi, pissoygrosissa, zeugoamdxia.
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corvées, which were normally commuted for a money pay-
ment,'?! and possibly the morte or tithe, which paroikoi were
expected to give their lord.!> They may also have included
the various perquisites that officials of the imperial adminis-
tration could claim. The governor of a theme, for instance,
could demand a due known as ‘ducal needs’ (chreiai doukikai)
and there was a similar due called ‘needs of the katepanikion’
(chreiai katepanikiai) which presumably went to the officials of
the katepanikion.'®® Visiting imperial officials were entitled to
a payment in kind known as kaniskia.'®* They could also
expect dues in return for specific tasks that they carried out.
The handing over of imperial grants of property brought
with it a payment known as paradotikion, unless the emperor
exempted the recipient of the grant from its payment.!®
When Duke Laskaris carried out his apographe of Vari, he was
instructed to see that the peasants of the village gave oikomodo-
parasporon, as they had done under previous lords.!° This has
been interpreted as a payment made by peasants to the official
responsible for assessing their taxes and services.!®” It is now
clear that the oikomodion, at any rate, was not such a payment,
but a surcharge paid in corn on the basic taxes.!®® Oikomodo-
parasporon must be related to this.

The bane of the Byzantine tax system before 1204 had been
the payment of surcharges on the basic taxes and the payment
of additional dues to the officials of the imperial adminis-
tration. These abuses clearly continued to exist under the
emperors of Nicaea; indeed, they formed an integral part of
the fiscal system. Possibly, the worst excesses were kept in
check, since contemporaries praise the justice of John Vatat-
zes’s fiscal administration.

19! Miklosich and Miller IV, p. 217, Il 4fF, p- 249, 1. 8, p. 255, 1. 28; Tafel and
Thomas 11, pp. 208-9; Délger, Finanwerwaltung, p. 62.

192 gee above, pp. 134-5.

19 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 4, 1. 5-6, p.-18, |. 1, p. 21, Il. 1920, p. 214,
L. 14.

194 1bid., p. 214, 1. 14.

103 Ibid., p. 146, 1. 29.

196 Thid., p. 182, 1. 18.

19 See F. Dolger, ‘Zum Gebiihrenwesen der Byzantiner’, in Byzanz und die euro-
péische Staatenwelt, pp. 251, 256, n. 86.

198 Ades de Dionysiou, No. 26, 1l. 14-17, Pp. 158—4; J. Bompaire, ‘Sur trois termes
de fiscalité byzantine’, BCH 80 (1956), 625-31; Kaidan, Agramye Otnoienija, p. 119.
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The Nicaean vestiarion possessed other sources of revenue
which do not fit very easily into the categories of taxes set
out by the apographeus Konstomares. The pasturage tax,
known as ennomion, seems to have been of considerable
importance during the period of exile. It was payable
both on beasts, particularly sheep, and on bees.!®® One of the
tasks that Konstomares had to carry out as apographeus was to
count the number of sheep and assess the ennomion that was to
be paid.''® In the eleventh century a global figure would be
fixed for the amount of ennomion to be paid by each village
community; and this would then be divided among the
peasants in proportion to the amount of land tax that each
paid'lll

Another important source of revenue was the -aerika.!!?
These were the profits of justice, but they too seem to have
been standardized at a global figure for each village.'!?

Finally, there were the custom duties, or, as they were
called, kommerkia,''* and other harbour dues. Before 1204
kommerkia had provided the Byzantine Empire with one of its
most lucrative sources of revenue, even though from the late
eleventh century onwards Venice, Genoa, Pisa, and then even
monastic houses, were able to obtain varying degrees
of exemption from their payment. Kommerkia were not
only levied on foreign trade, but also on internal trade. As
we have seen, foreign trade with the Nicaean Empire was of
relatively minor importance, but local trade was brisk ; and
kommerkia continued to be collected. Some monastic houses
still found it worth their while to obtain exemption from
their payment.!'S The supervision of the customs service
appears to have lain with the duke of the theme. This was

' Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 4, 1. 6, p. 17, 1. 28-9, p. 21, L. 22, p- 250,
l. 2, p. 258, 1l. 28-8; ibid. VI, p. 228, Il. 82-5. The praktikon of Constantine
Diogenes (1254) noted that for every 15 head of lambs 9 or 11 aspra were to be
taken.

110 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 253 ; Délger, Reg. 1768.

! See Kazdan, Agrarnye Otnoienija, pp. 128—4.

2 See F. Dolger, ‘Das aerikon’, BZ 80 (1929-80), 450-7.

13 See Tafel and Thomas II, pp. 208-9.

'14See H. Antoniadis-Bibicou, Recherches sur les douanes & Byzance (Cahiers des
Annales, 20), Paris, 1963, pp. 109-10, 124-5, 146-55.

' Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 165-6, 188; Dolger, Reg. 1687, 1788; Wilson
and Darrouzés in REB 26 (1968), No. 6, p- 21
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certainly the case while John Kantakouzenos was Duke of
Thrakesion.'*¢

6. EPITELEIA

It will be remembered that the apographeus Konstomares had
to decide whether or not a property bought by the monastery
of Lemviotissa was liable to pay an epiteleia. The epiteleia was
a distinctive feature of the Nicaean fiscal system. Its nature
and importance have been the object of a long study by Pro-
fessor Ahrweiler.!'” Though her main conclusions must cer-
tainly stand, a reappraisal of the importance of the epiteleia
within the context of the Nicaean fiscal system may not be
without some value.

The epiteleia is not clearly attested before 1204, but it is
frequently recorded from the early years of the period of exile
onwards. This presumably indicates that it was of spon-
taneous growth, designed to meet particular needs at a time of
considerable dislocation of the administration. This impres-
sion is reinforced by the expldnations that contemporaries
gave of the purpose behind the payment of epiteleia.

In 1209 one John Poleas made a gift of some olive trees
to a cousin of his. He stipulated that an epiteleia of one and
a half nomismata should be paid to him each year by his cousin
on account of these trees. This was for two reasons. In the
first place, this was the sum that the state continued to
demand from him each year as tax upon these trees; and,
secondly, such a payment would in some way give greater
validity to the transaction.'!®

The second point is taken up in other documents of the
time. In 1216 a member of the Gavalas family sold his share
in some family property near Ephesos to the monastery of
St. John of Patmos. The monastery was to pay him an epiteleia
of four nomismata annually. Such a payment would ensure that
nobody would be able to dispute the monastery’s rights of
ownership.!'? Much the same reason was given by the Metro-

¢ Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 183; Dﬁllgcr, Reg. 1783 ; Wilson and Darrouzs
in REB 26 (1968), No. 6, p. 21.

11 Y. Glykatzi, ‘L’Epitéleia dans le cartulaire de Lemviotissa’, B 24 (1954), 71-93;
id., ‘A propos de I'épitéleia’, B 25/7 (1955-7), 869-72.

118 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 121, 1l. 17-19.
19 1bid. VI, pp. 174-6.
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politan of Smyrna in 1237 when he sold a field to the monas-
tery of Lemviotissa and demanded the annual payment of
one litre of wax as epiteleia: not only would this payment
make it impossible for anybody to challenge the monastery’s
ownership of the field; it would also provide a means of
informing future metropolitans of the field’s fate.!20

Accordingly, when property changed hands, a payment
called an epiteleia was frequently made by the new owner to
the original one. This was done for two, apparently unre-
lated, reasons: on the one hand, it was designed to cover the
taxes owing on the property which the original owner would
still be called upon to pay by the state; on the other, it pro-
vided a guarantee of the new owner’s rights to the property.
The connection was almost certainly that at Byzantium the
payment of taxes on a property provided one:of the clearest
proofs of ownership.!?! As far as the administration was con-
cerned, the person listed to pay taxes on-a particular prop-
erty was its owner. Consequently, the payment of an epiteleia
was a means of proving that property had changed hands.
Its value in the confused situation that existed under Theo-
dore I Laskaris is quite clear. It ensured that the state kept
track of changes in the ownership of property and was not
deprived of its revenues. It also provided conclusive proof
of ownership at a time when many titles to. property were
uncertain or defective.

It was a temporary expedient, but, as so often, it came to
have a permanent role to play. It not only retained its
original purpose, but, at the same time, it was developed to
meet new needs. As the payment of an epiteleia in wax shows,
it did not invariably go to cover the taxes that the original
owner of a property owed to the state, but had become a
formal payment, designed solely as a guarantee of undis-
turbed ownership. But it was on the fiscal, rather than the
legal, side of the epiteleia that the most important develop-
ments took place. It came to have a vital role to play in
integrating privileged property into the fiscal system as a
whole.

For example, there are several instances of the monastery

129 1bid. IV, pp. 52-8.
'2! See Svoronos in Travaux et Mémoires, 1 (1965), 884~7.
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of Lemviotissa buying property from peasants who stipulated
that the monastery was to pay an epiteleia to their lord, Syr-
gares,'?> who held a valuable pronoia in the neighbourhood
of Smyrna. There was another case where the same monastery
was called upon to pay an epiteleia on some property to
another holder of a pronoia. This epiteleia was inscribed in the
latter’s praktikon.'*® These are excellent examples of the flexi-
bility that the epiteleia gave to the pronoia system. The land
market was such that property granted out in pronoia could
not be expected to remain invariably under the direct control
of a pronoia-holder, but, as long as an epiteleia was paid, the
value of the pronoia would be maintained intact. It would be
registered in the holder’s praktikon in the same way as were
other revenues that went to make up the pronoia.

Much the same is true in the case of property that formed
part of an immunity. The holder of an immunity did not
just possess rights of ownership in his property, but he also
enjoyed fiscal rights in it which had originally belonged to
the state. When some estates on the island of Cos were
granted to the monastery of St. John of Patmos, the taxes
paid on them were transferred to the profit of the monas-
tery.'?* Accordingly, the holder of privileged property could
alienate some of his property, but would continue to enjoy
the fiscal rights that he possessed in it. The new owner would
be expected to pay him an epiteleia which became under these
circumstances a rent. This illustrates how what were originally
public rights were converted into private ones, but in many
cases, especially when such property was alienated for pious
reasons, the original owner renounced his fiscal rights.!2

One might say that the epiteleia was the lubricant of the
Nicaean fiscal system. It made it easier for the government
to trace where liability lay for the taxes owed on property
that had changed hands. At a different level, it also met some
of the problems presented by the development of privileged
property. In effect, the alienation by the state of fiscal rights
created a new sort of property. The epiteleia ensured that real

122 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 60-2, 184-5.
123 1hid., p. 89, IL. 7-9.

124 1bid. VI, pp. 217-18.

125 See Glykawzi in B 25 (1954), 76-87.
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property could be alienated, But the fiscal rights inherent in
it could be retained. The epiteleia appears sometimes as a pay-
ment of a public nature, sometimes as a payment of a private
nature. It fitted a situation where public rights were being
alienated either temporarily or permanently to private indivi-
duals.

The very nature of the epiteleia was bound to produce
uncertainties which the imperial administration was called
upon to resolve. The problem facing Konstomares was to
determine the circumstances in which the state could demand
the payment of an epiteleia.'*s His decision indicated two cir-
cumstances in which it could not demand payment: first,
when the property on which the epiteleia was due was waste
and unproductive; and, secondly, when the original holder
of the property had been established on another holding for
which he was liable to pay taxes to the state. Konstomares’s
judgement stresses that an epiteleia ought not to be paid on
waste property. This might have opened the way to the pay-
ment of an epiteleia unconnected with the possession of the
relevant property. The principle was soon to be established
that 2 man had no obligation to pay an epiteleia on property
of which for one reason or another he no longer enjoyed
possession.'??

Theoretically, an epiteleia ought to give one a fair idea of the
raté at.which taxation was levied in the thirteenth century.
But the rate at which epiteleia was paid on land was so ludi-
crously high that it cannot reflect the rate of taxation. Epiteleia
on land seems often to have been paid at the rate of 1 hyper-
pyron per modios.'*® There are some isolated figures that sug-
gest the more modest rate of 1 hyperpyron for every 12
modioi,'* but even this is high compared with the figures
given by the apokope ton psomion: there arable land of the first
quality was listed to pay taxes at the rate of 1 hyperpyron for
every 48 modioi.'** One can only suggest that the peasants
involved in these transactions alienated part of their property

126 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 85-6.

27 Ibid., pp. 73—4, 89, Il. 4-26.

128 A table of the rate at which epiteleis was paid is given by Kaidan, Agrarye
Otnosenija, p. 159. .

129 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 84-5, 181-2.
13 Uspenskij in Trudy VI arkheol. s'ezda v Odesse 1884 g. 11, p. 306.
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to the monastery of Lemviotissa and then demanded an
epiteleia equivalent to the taxes due on the whole of it.**!

On the whole, the epiteleia demanded on olive trees'*? was
altogether more reasonable and probably nearer to the real
rates of taxation. Very frequently, one finds parcels of from
20 to 40 trees paying a sum fluctuating from one to one and
a half hyperpyra. This compares with the rate of taxation laid
down in the apokope ton psomion of 1 hyperpyron for every 80
olive trees.!** But it must not be denied that there were also
some considerable variations from this figure in the rate at
which epiteleia was paid on olive trees.

It is therefore impossible to assume that the rates paid in
epiteleia either on land or on olive trees necessarily reflect the
rates of taxation prevailing. On the other hand, the very great
variations in the rate at which epiteleia was paid show that,
while the epiteleia may have acted as a lubricant to the fiscal
system, it introduced another element of instability.

7. THE COLLECTION OF TAXES

At first sight, there seems to have been some confusion in
the machinery for collecting taxes during the period of exile.
There are even instances of apographeis demanding the pay-
ment of taxes.!** It was one of the basic principles of the
Byzantine fiscal system that tax assessment and tax collection
should be kept apart;!** and a natural reaction to a case of
an apographeus collecting taxes is that this principle was
breached during the period of exile. It is quite possible, how-
ever, that the apographeis in question were exacting payment
of taxes owed to the state, but withheld on some pretext or
other. This would be well within the general competence of
the apographeus who was responsible for checking irregulari-
ties in the holding of land and the payment of taxes.

Before 1204 the collection of the basic taxes owed by a
katepanikion—the chief fiscal unit of a theme—was entrusted to

131 The cases in which an epiteleia of 1 hyp. per modios was demanded all concern
the notorious Gounaropoulos family (Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 191-2, 195-6,
200-1).

132 See the table prepared by Glykatzi in B 24 (1954), 91-2.

133 Uspenskij, art. cit., p. 306.

13 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 258, ll. 19-88; ibid. VI, pp. 188-9; Ddlger, Reg.
1763. 133 §ee Dolger, Finanzverwaltung, p. 79.
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an official known as the praktor, who was appointed by the
duke of the theme.'* During the period of exile the praktor
and the ducal administration as a whole continued to col-
lect certain taxes. The dukes of Thrakesion and their adminis-
tration were frequently upbraided for exacting taxes from
property that was exempted from payment, but there is never
a hint that the collection of the basic taxes of sitarkia and
agape came within their competence. This was entrusted to
men known as apaitetai or exactors,'*’” who were without any
doubt tax-farmers.!3®

The praktores and other members of the ducal adminis-
tration continued to collect military dues, such as ploimot and
kontaratoi, as well as the profits of justice and the payments
made in lieu of corvées.!3

A single document sheds some light on the accounting pro-
cedures employed by the ducal administration. Manuel Kon-
tophre, the Duke of Thrakesion, was informed by imperial
writ that the monastery of Lemviotissa was exempted from
the payment of one and a half ploimoi. The monastery would
provide him with a document attested by the Metropolitan
of Smyrna proving that it was exempted from this payment.
This would then serve as a receipt for the missing one and
a half ploimoi when the duke presented his account at the
treasury.'#® This procedure is exactly the same as that whichwe
have seen used by the administrators of the imperial salt
pans near Smyrna.'*' It follows a procedure employed before
1204.142 ‘

It is possible to detect a tendency during the period of exile
for the collection of the military dues to be removed from
the competence of the ducal administration. It was a task
given with increasing frequency to officials known as vestiaritai

13¢ Sathas VI, p. 627, Il. 14-18; Délger, Finanzverwaltung, pp. 71-4.

Y7 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 45-6; Dolger, Reg. 1729. Cf. Miklosich and
Miiller IV, p. 261, 1. 8~7.

¥ See Sathas VI, No. 6, p. 645, No. 8, p. 647; Svoronos, Le Cadastre de Thebes,
pp. 89-90.

'3 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 216-17, 224-5, 249-50, 250, 252; Sathas VI,
pp. 641-2; Ferrari in Bulletino dell’Istituto Storico Italiano, 38 (1918), 54, 1l. 20-81;
Dolger, Reg. 1756, 1769, 1770.

140 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 250, 1. 27-9; Délger, Reg. 1756.

41 See above, p. 207.

142 See Svoronos in REB 24 (1966), 97-106.
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who held their commissions directly from the emperor.'4
The vestiaritai are first attested in the late eleventh century,
when they formed the Emperor Alexios I Komnenos’s body-
guard.'** They may have acquired some connection with the
fiscal administration at the turn of the twelfth century.!4

The policy of entrusting the collection of the military dues
to the wvestiaritai seems to have been the prelude to a far-
reaching reform carried out in all probability by Michael
Palaiologos. The purpose of this reform was to bring the
entire tax-raising machinery in the provinces under the direct
control of the central government. That of the eastern pro-
vinces was placed under the authority of the Domestic of the
Anatolian Themes; that of the European provinces under the
authority of his counterpart, the Domestic of the Western
Themes.!*¢ The wvestiaritai were placed under their orders.!¥’
The creation of these offices helped to disentangle the rather
confusing situation that existed under the emperors of Nicaea
where responsibility for the raising of certain taxes seems to
have been divided indiscriminately between the provincial
authorities and agents of the central government.

It would be foolish to pretend that the fiscal machinery
of the Nicaean Empire functioned perfectly. There were cer-
tainly abuses and cases of oppression and inefficiency. No
doubt the burden of taxation continued to be very unevenly
distributed. But it is perhaps more important that the
emperors of Nicaea were able to obtain the financial
resources that they needed and that contemporaries were im-
pressed by the justice of the Nicaean financial administration.

The emperors of Nicaea were able to avoid that brutal
fiscal administration which so marred the history of the late
twelfth century and was a sign of the government’s increasing
powerlessness. The relative justice of the Nicaean fiscal ad-
ministration reflected both its greater efficiency and the much

143 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 251-3; Délger, Reg. 1748, 1759,

14 Anna Comnena IV. iv, 8; (ed. Leib) 1, p. 152, 1l. 1-2.

45 Dolger, Finanzverwaltung, p. 81, and n. 10.

146 Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 188, ll. 5-8; Délger, Finanzverwaltung, pp. 20-1; R. Guil-
land, ‘Contribution 4 ’histoire administrative et & la prosopographie de 'Empire
byzantin: les domestiques des thémes d'Orient et des themes d’Occident’, Akten des
XI. internationalen Byzantinisten-Kongresses, Munich, 1958, pp. 206-11.

41 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 229-80, 231-2, 278-9, ll. 4-5.

FISCAL ORGANIZATION 235

more effective control that the government exercised over the
great landowners. The taxation system seems to have been
simplified. The complicated system of surcharges which was
an essential feature of the fiscal administration of the twelfth
century'*® was very largely abandoned. It is true that during
the period of exile monasteries were at pains to obtain
exemption from a large number of different taxes, but the
number of taxes that were actually raised appears to have been
relatively limited.

One of the results of the simplification of the tax
machinery seems to have been more effective central control.
This' is not just a question of the employment of vestiaritai
to collect certain taxes. The administrative and fiscal surveys
allowed the emperors of Nicaea to keep a close check on
developments within the provinces. The apographe, in particu-
lar, served in many ways as a ‘commission of the peace’ sent
out periodically by the central government to check irregulari-
ties in the holding of land, the payment of taxes, and the
administration in general.

The strengths of the Nicaean government were emphasized
by the historian George Pachymeres, when he contrasted its
efficiency and honesty with the failings of the Byzantine
government of his own day. He complained that under
Michael Palaiologos fiscal surveys were no longer entrusted
to the great officers of the court, as had been the case during
the period of exile, but were carried out instead by men of
no account.'*® He also denounced the growing corruption in
the higher reaches of the administration. The mesazontes now
demanded payment for their services. As a result, men well
suited for office were passed over, since they were either
unwilling or unable to pay the sums demanded.'*® This
should perhaps be linked with growing criticism of abuses
arising from the sale of offices. Pachymeres’s critical attitude
towards the governments of Michael Palaiologos and of his
son Andronikos II Palaiologos must have contained an ele-
ment of nostalgia for the happier days of his youth at Nicaea,
but it underlines the deterioration which had occurred in the

148 See Svoronos, Le Cadastre de Thébes, pp. 81ff.
149 Pachymeres I, p. 222, Il. 1-6.
130 Ibid. II, p. 208, Il. 6-11.
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practice of government since 1261. It was not simply a ques-
tion of the sale of offices. This was an abiding feature of
Byzantine administration, even if there is no evidence that it
was practised under the emperors of Nicaea. It was not in
itself inimicable to good government, but it was clearly open
to abuse, particularly at times when the Byzantine govern-
ment found itself in financial difficulties, as was the case from
the late thirteenth century onwards. Perhaps more serious
was the way in which access to the emperor was becoming
more and more restricted. This in turn undermined that close
co-operation between the emperor and the aristocracy in all
aspects of the administration which had characterized
Nicaean government.

PART V

THE PROVINCIAL ADMINISTRATION
OF THE NICAEAN EMPIRE




INTRODUCTION. THE RESTORATION OF
PROVINCIAL ADMINISTRATION

The system of provincial administration developed at
Byzantium in the course of the confrontation with the Arabs
(7th—10th centuries) goes under the name of the theme system
and is characterized by a series of military governorships. In
the course of the eleventh century the themes lost most of their
military functions and became little more than administrative
divisions. They were reorganized by the emperors of the
House of Komnenos, who restored their military character.
At their head were dukes who possessed both civil and military
authority. This reform was completed in the Anatolian
provinces during the reign of Manuel I Komnenos.!

After his death in 1180 the new provincial organization was
under constant pressure from Turkish raids; and there were
frequent rebellions. But it was not completely destroyed. The
framework survived until the final fall of Constantinople in
April 1204.2

The Latin conquest of Constantinople intensified the dis-
order and confusion in the Anatolian provinces. The Latins
began the conquest of the north-western parts; the Seljugs
threatened from the east; and local magnates were able to
make themselves independent. Theodore I Laskaris was only
able to survive this critical period because of the strength of .
his base at Prousa.® The turning-point came, as we know,
in March 1205 when the Latins were completely defeated by
the Bulgarians at Adrianople. The Latin forces were evacu-
ated from Asia Minor; and Theodore Laskaris very quickly
brought western Asia Minor under his authority. The restora-
tion of its provincial administration must have begun almost
immediately; for by 1207 the district of Smyrna was being

'H. Glykatzi-Ahrweiler, ‘Recherches sur ’administration de I’Empire byzantin aux
IXe-Xle siecles’, BCH 84 (1960), 62—5; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 128-30; id., Byzance
et la mer, pp. 222-5, 271-9.

2 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 820~9; Dolger, Reg. 1571, 1633, 1668.

% Nicetas Choniates, pp. 797-8.
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administered by an imperial official.* About this time, too,
sales of land begin again, which suggests that conditions were
returning to normal.’

The restoration of provincial government was temporarily
halted by the great Latin offensive of 1211 and 1212 which
penetrated as far as Nymphaion® and rendered necessary the
evacuation of the theme of Thrakesion.” As soon as the Latins
had withdrawn, this task was resumed. It is at this time that
dukes of the Anatolian themes are attested once again.® In
1218 a duke of the theme of Thrakesion is recorded. He was
the epi tou hanikleiou Basil Chrysomalles.® It is strange to
find a member of the imperial chancery entrusted with the
governorship of a theme; and this suggests that in 1218
the task of restoring the theme system was still in its early
stages.

Theodore Laskaris continued to rely heavily upon the co-
operation of the aristocracy for the maintenance of law and
order; and large areas were administered directly by
members of the aristocracy and relatives of the emperor.'®
To defend the frontiers of his state and, at the same time,
to assert his authority, Theodore Laskaris was forced to leave
his capital of Nicaea and undertake expeditions into the
provinces.!!

The evidence for the restoration of provincial government
relates almost entrely to the southern half of the Nicaean
Empire. Nothing is known, for instance, about the measures
which Theodore I Laskaris took to restore administration in
the region surrounding Nicaea and Prousa, which had formed
the nucleus of his dominions; nor is it known whether a
regular provincial government was even set up in Paphla-
gonia, which Theodore Laskaris annexed in 1214.

4 Miklosich and Muiller IV, pp. 217-18; Délger, Reg. 1676.

*e.g. Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 119-21 (Oct. 1209); pp. 183—4 (Mar. 1208);
pp. 185-7 (Nov. 1207); ibid. VI, pp. 151-8 (July 1207).

¢ Acropolites I, p. 27, 1. 16-18.

7 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 85, 1l. 22-6, p. 88, Il 29-33.

*e.g. of the theme of Mylasa and Melanoudion (ibid. p. 291, 1. 3-5; Délger,

Reg. 1693). ,
* Wilson and Darrouzés in REB 1968, pp. 18—14; Délger, Reg. 1685.
'% See above, pp. 61-2.
' See Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus, Enarratio de episcopis Byzantii, in Migne,
P.G. 147, col. 465, 1l. 11-12, 16-19; Heisenberg, ‘Neue Quellen’, III, p. 8, 1. 31.
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We are better informed about the region of Skamander
which comprised the north-western corner of Asia Minor. It
was held by the Latins from 1212 until they were driven out
by John Vatatzes in 1224. During this period its defence was
entrusted to a Greek called Theophilopoulos who had some
Greek regiments under his command.!? It is unlikely that the
Latins made any drastic alterations in the existing adminis-
trative arrangements.'”®> An exisosis of this region was con-
ducted by the Grand Domestic Andronikos Palaiologos and
Caesar Romanos'* soon after it had been recovered from the
Latins.'® This must have been an important preliminary step
in the restoration of Nicaean administration in these region.

The establishment of Nicaean administration in the Euro-
pean provinces of the Empire was complicated by the fre-
quent changes of ruler which these provinces had experienced
in the period from the fall of Constantinople to the Nicaean
conquest. This meant that it had been very difficult for any
ruler whether Latin, Greek, or Bulgarian to assert effective
central control over these regions. The power of the local
aristocracy and of the commanders of the fortresses was
strengthened.’® The establishment of Nicaean authority in its
European provinces was rendered still more difficult by their
size and situation. Their conquest very nearly doubled the
area of the Nicaean Empire; and they were far removed from
the palace of Nymphaion, the administrative capital of the
Nicaean Empire. John Vatatzes’s speedy conquest of Mace-
donia was only achieved at the price of confirming the privi-
leges of the towns and cities that submitted to him.!” In other
words, he was forced to accept the power of the local aristo-
cracy in provincial administration.

The restoration of provincial administration was among
the chief cares of the emperors of Nicaea; and the ad-
ministrative system which they established in their Anatolian

12 Acropolites I, p. 29, Il. 7-11.

13 Cf. Tafel and Thomas II, pp. 208-9.

14 Pachymeres 1, p. 222, 1L. 8-5.

15 See Scutariotes, p. 286, 1. 14ff.

'*See E. Frances, ‘La Féodalité et les villes byzantines’, BS 16 (1955), 82-8; E.
Kirsten, ‘Die byzantinische Stadt’, Berichte zum XI. internationalen Byzantinisten-Kongress,
V. 3, pp. 8546.

' Acropolites I, pp. 77-8.
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provinces was one of the strengths of their state. They intro-
duced relatively few innovations. Perhaps the most notable was
the separation of the offices of duke and of apographeus. Their
achievement in Anatolia was to carry through the Komnenian
reforms which had broken down in the later twelfth century.

It is convenient to treat the administration of the Asiatic
and Europeéan provinces of the Nicaean Empire separately.
This approach is dictated partly by the different ciréumstances
which affected the histories of these provinces and partly by
the nature of the sources. We are much better informed about
the Asiatic provinces, but it must be stressed at the outset
that most of the information which we possess about their
administration relates to a small district around the city of
Smyrna, and that this does not necessarily give an entirely
accurate picture of the administration of other parts of
Nicaean Asia Minor.
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THE ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISIONS OF THE
ASIATIC PROVINCES OF THE NICAEAN
EMPIRE ’

During the period of exile the theme continued to be the
chief unit of provincial administration. It has already been :
noted that the reorganization of the theme system was the
work of the emperors of the House of Komnenos. In Asia
Minor it was closely connected with the reconquest and
defence of the coastlands against the Turks. At first, it wasa
matter of holding a number of key points from which it was
possible to dominate the surrounding countryside. These
were gradually grouped together to form themes that very
roughly corresponded to the geographical divisions of western
Asia Minor, but there was always a tendency, particularly at
times of crisis, for the themes to break up and for the original
divisions to reassert themselves.!

The chief administrative and fiscal division of a theme was
known as the katepanikion. Its appearance in the course of the
twelfth century is connected with the reorganization of
the provincial administration carried out by the emperors of
the House of Komnenos. It replaced an older division called
the diocese (diotkesis).

It must be admitted that the administrative divisions of the
Nicaean Empire are not always very clear, largely because
there was a tendency to disguise all divisions of the theme
and sometimes even the theme itself under the term ‘chora’
or ‘district’. The katepanikion was usually divided into chorai.
These may have coincided with ecclesiastical divisions known
as enoriai, for these too are often described as chorai.® In the

Patmos §§ : {Miletos
Lerosd

'See Ahrweiler, Byzance et la mer, pp. 185-9, 222-5.

2See D. A. Zakythinos, Le Despotat grec de Morée, 11, Paris, 1958, pp. 58-9; Ahr-
weiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 126-7.
*See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 55-6; Svornos, Le Cadastre de Thibes, p. 56, n. 2.
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neighbourhood of Smyrna they usually comprised several
villages.*

Administrative divisions from earlier phases of Byzantine
administration also survived. The episkepsis is a case in point.
It was originally a fiscal division of a theme, but by the late
twelfth century it was a term more commonly employed for
estates belonging to members of the aristocracy and the
imperial family. This seems to have been its meaning in the
thirteenth century.’

The administrative divisions of the Byzantine Empire at the
end of the twelfth century are set out in great detail in the
lists of provinces contained in Alexios III Angelos’s chryso-
bull of 1198 for the Venetians and in the Partitio Romaniae
of 1204.¢ In these lists each province is set out with its sub-
ordinate divisions. Although they are not completely consistent
and although discrepancies exist between them, these lists
provide a useful starting-point for an examination of the
administrative divisions of the Nicaean Empire.

In the north, stretching along the Black Sea coast from the
mouth of the river Sangarios to the town of Amastris was
the province of Paphlagonia. To its west lay the region of
Bithynia, which was divided in the tenth century between the
themes of Optimaton and Opsikion. The former comprised
the parts opposite Constantinople; the latter, the region
about the city of Nicaea which served as its capital.” At the
end of the twelfth century Bithynia was divided into a number
of smaller provinces,® but these seem to have been regrouped
during the period of exile to form a single province with its
capital at Nicaea.” The region of Optimaton was not finally
recovered from the Latins until 1240 and it may have formed

* See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 55-74.

*e.g. the episkepsis of Sampson held by Savvas Asidenos (Miklosich and Miiller
IV, p. 292, 1. 5-7, p. 293, Il. 81-2); the episkepsis of Petra held by the Empress
Theodora, wife of Michael VIII Palaiologos (ibid., pp- 31, 175, 262, 278).

¢ Tafel and Thomas I, pp. 24680, 464—88.

" A. Pertusi (ed.), Costantino Porfirogenito de Thematibus (Studi e Testi, 160), The Vati-
can, 1952, pp. 68-70, 127-33.

* Tafel and Thomas 1, pp. 269-70, 475-8. See D. A. Zakythinos, ‘MeAéra mepi
tijc bromnuinijc Suupéoews xal Tic énapyrakiic Sowdjoew v ¢ Pulavivg xpdrer’,
EEBS 19 (1949), 19; 25 (1955), 130—40.

* Acropolites I, p. 101, 1. 20~1, p. 106, 1. 3, p- 159, 1l. 16~17; Theodore Lascaris,
p- 241,11 21-2; Blemmydes, p. 16, Il. 24-6; Gregoras 1, p. 57, Il. 21-2,
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a separate theme for a time,'® but it had been reunited with
the rest of Bithynia by the beginning of Theodore II Las-
karis’s reign, when Michael Palaiologos was made governor
of Bithynia.'' Tarsia, a frontier district situated on the eastern
banks of the river Sangarios not far from the city of Niko-
medeia,'” also came under his authority.'?

To the south-east of the city of Nicaea lay the frontier town
of Malagina, which stood on the banks of the river Sangarios.
It was the centre of a province at the end of the twelfth cen-
tury.'* A seal has been preserved from this period; it bears
the name of Manuel Lykaites who held the combined office
of duke and stratopedarch of Malagina.'* Whether Malagina
continued to form a separate province during the period of
exile or whether it came under the authority of the governor
of Nicaea is not known, but its position was most probably
analogous to that of another border city, Philadelphia, which
will be examined below.!$

At the turn of the twelfth century the north-western corner
of Asia Minor formed the theme of Opsikion and Aigaion."’?
This region is referred to in the sources of the thirteenth cen-
tury as Skamander or the Troad. It appears to have formed
a province of the Nicaean Empire after its recovery from the
Latins,'® but its official name is not known. It seems to have
stretched as far south as the city of Achyraous, and its south-
ern frontier was apparently formed by the mountain of
Kiminas, which divided it from the theme of Neokastra.!®

1% Zepos, Tus 1, p. 661, ll. 18-19; Acropolites 1, pp. 58-9. Cf. Ch. Ktenas, ‘Xpvoé-
BovMor Adyor tijc év "ABw lepac Pagiliciic, matprapyxic kal oravpornyaxiic uoviic
T00 Aoyetapelov’, EEBS 4 (1927), 310-11.

'! Acropolites 1, p. 185, Il. 22-4, p. 163, L. 8. George Pachymeres (I, p. 24, L.
15-16) describes Michael Palaiologos as governor of Mesothynia and commander
‘of these Optimates’. Mesothynia appears to have been the learned equivalent for
the region of Optimaton.

'2 Ramsay, Hist. Geography, p. 191.

'3 Acropolites I, p. 163, L. 8.

' Tafel and Thomas I, p. 478. On the position of Malagina, see V. Laurent (ed.),
La Vita Retractata et les miracles posthumes de St Pierre d’Atroa (Société des Bollandistes:
Subsidia Hagiographica, 81), Brussels, 1958, pp. 66-74.

'$'V. Laurent, Bulles métnques, No. 407,

!¢ See below, pp. 247-8.

' Tafel and Thomas I, p. 270, I. 2; Acropolites I, p. 11, L. 24.

'® Pachymeres I, p. 222, Il. 2-5.

'* Acropolites I, pp. 27-8.
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This theme was created out of the northern parts of the
theme of Thrakesion between the years of 1162 and 1173,
as part of Manuel Komnenos’s measures for the defence of
the Asiatic frontiers of his empire. It originally comprised
the cides of Chliara, Pergamon, Adramytion, and the sur-
rounding districts.?® The northernmost point of this theme
in the thirteenth century was the village of Kalamos.?! It lay
in the Upper Kaikos valley near the site of the ancient Strato-
niceia.?? Pergamon® and Chliara?* which are also situated
in the Kaikos?* valley, continued to form part of the theme
of Neokastra under the emperors of Nicaea, but the port of
Adramytion to the north had become the centre of a separate
province by the turn of the twelfth century.?® Its occupation
by the Latins from 1212 to 1224 must have confirmed this
arrangement.?’ ’

In the course of the thirteenth century the theme of Neo-
kastra was considerably extended southwards. It came to
include the cities of Magnesia®® and Sardes* in the Hermos
valley. In geographical terms it therefore came to be formed
by two closely related regions, the valleys of the Kaikos and
the Hermos. No officials of this theme are recorded during
the period of the Nicaean Empire, but, as we have seen,
Constantine Margarites began his career in the army of
this theme.?°

The theme of Thrakesion, which lay to the south, was

¢ Nicetas Choniates, pp. 194-5. On the theme of Neokastra, see Ahrweiler,
‘Smyrne’, pp. 188-7, 168-5.

3 Acropolites 1, p. 28, 1l. 3—4.

2 Ramsay, Hist. Geography, pp. 129-80; Tomaschek, ‘Topographie’, p. 96.

23 A theme of Pergamon is recorded in the late thirteenth century, when the theme
system in Asia Minor was disintegrating (Délger, Reg. 2079). On Pergamon, see H.
Gelzer, ‘Pergamon unter Byzantinern und Osmanen’, Abhkandlungen der kiniglich en
preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, philos. und hist. Kl., Abh. 2, Berlin, 1908,

. 82-91.

PP For the position of Chliara, see Ramsay, Hist. Geography, pp. 117-18;
Tomaschek, ‘Topographie’, p. 96.

¥ Acropolites 1, p. 28, 1l. 6-8.

26 Tafel and Thomas, 1, p. 271, 1. 1.

¥ Acropolites 11, pp. 15-16.

2 In 1284 the duke and apographeus of Neokastra, Manuel Kalampakes, is found
handing over property in Magnesia to the monastery of Lemviotissa (Miklosich and
Miiller IV, pp. 267-9).

¥ pachymeres II, pp. 220-1.

3¢ Acropolites 1, p. 128, 1. 6-19.
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reconstituted shortly after 1188 as part of the reorganization
of the theme system carried out by John II Komnenos, but
its..size was much reduced by the creation of the theme of
Neokastra.’! The theme of Thrakesion is not recorded in the
lists of provinces contained in the chrysobull of 1198 and in
the Partitio Romaniae, even though a duke of Thrakesion is
attésted as late as 1189.% It had been reconstituted by the
year 1218.%% Its core was then formed by a region known as
Kelvianon which comprised the Kaystros valley.** The admini-
strative divisions of the theme of Thrakesion during the period
of exile give a clearer picture of its extent. They included
the katepanikia of Smyrna®® and Anaia,*® which lay along the
Aegean coast, and the chora of Pyrgion and Kaloe,*” which
comprised the upper Kaystros valley.*®

Basil Chrysomalles, whom we have seen holding office in
1213, is the first duke of Thrakesion recorded after 1204 ;*
and from 1238 until 1260 the list of those who held this office
is almost complete.*°

The capital of this theme may have remained, as in the
tenth century,*' the city of Ephesos.** There are some
grounds for believing that Philadelphia was the capital in the
niiddle of the twelfth century,** but by the turn of the century
it had become the centre of a separate province.** Under the

3t Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 123-30.

*% Nicetas Choniates, pp. 522-8. See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 130-1.

% Wilson and Darrouzés in REB 1968, pp. 13-14; Dolger, Reg. 1685.

3 Cinnamus, p. 89, Il. 9-14; Acropolites I, p. 12, L. 20, p. 28, 1i. 6-8. Both these
authors appear to use Kelvianon as an equivalent for Thrakesion. See also Ramsay,
Hist. Geography, p. 180; Tomaschek, ‘Topographie’, p. 91.

** See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, passim.

* Wilson and Darrouzés in REB 1968, p. 21, 1l. 2-8, p. 85, 1. 1.

¥ Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 154.

%% §ee Tomaschek, ‘Topographie’, pp. 91-2; P. Lemerle, L'Emirat d’Aydin, Byzance
et I’Occident: recherches sur la “Geste d’Umur Pacha” (Bibliothéque Byzantine, Etudes
2), Paris, 1957, p. 21, n. 2.

*® Wilson and Darrouzes in REB 1968, pp. 13-14; Délger, Reg. 1685.

4 See F. Dolger, ‘Chronologisches und Prosopographisches_ zur byzantinischen
Geschichte des 18. Jahrhunderts’, BZ 27 (1927), 807-10; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp.
13849,

! See Pertusi (ed.), De Thematibus, pp. 68-9.

42 Blemmydes, p. 91, 1. 8-10.

* See R. Browning, ‘The Speeches and Letters of Georgios Tornikes, Metropolitan
of Ephesos (XIIth Century), Actes du XIle Congres International d’Etudes Byzantines. Och-

ride 1961, 11, pp. 424-5.
44 Tafel and Thomas I, p. 271, L. 8.
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emperors of Nicaea, on the other hand, it appears to have
been reunited with the theme of Thrakesion, for in 1285 a
stratopedarch of the theme of Philadelphia and Thrakesion
is recorded.*’ Also subordinated to the theme of Thrakesion
during the period of exile was the theme of Maiander. It
comprised, as its name suggests, the Maiander valley. Its chief
centre in the thirteenth century was the city of Antioch.*¢ It
had formed a separate province before 1204, but in 1213,
when it is recorded again, it was subject to the authority of
the duke of Thrakesion;*’ and by the reign of John Vatatzes it
had been incorporated into the theme of Thrakesion.** A
stratopedarch and paradotes of Maiander is attested about
the year 1247.4°

It therefore seems to have been the policy of the emperors
of Nicaea to reconstitute the themes of Asia Minor, which
had been broken up into a number of smaller provinces in
the course of the later twelfth century. But border districts,
such as Philadelphia and Maiander, were placed under the
authority of a stratopedarch and in this way retained some
of the autonomy that they had possessed at the turn of the
twelfth century.

Some modifications to provincial boundaries naturally
took place during the period of exile. In the early thirteenth
century the episkepsis of Sampson at the mouth of the river
Maiander formed part of the theme of Maiander,*® but by
the end of the period of exile it appears to have been trans-
ferred to the theme of Mylasa and Melanoudion.’® This
theme comprised those parts of south-western Asia Minor lying
south of the Maiander valley. It seems to have been created
about the year 1143 out of part of the old maritime theme
of Kivyrraiotai and the southern part of the theme of Thrake-
sion.? The katepanikion of Larymos which comprised the

45 Miklosich and Miller IV, p. 18, li. 14-18.

8 Acropolites I, p. 15, 1. 21-3.

*7 Wilson and Darrouzeés in REB 1968, pp. 13~14; Délger, Reg. 1685.

* Wilson and Darrouzés in REB 1968, pp. 20-1.

4? Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 190.

% Tafel and Thomas 1, p. 479; Wilson and Darrouzes in REB 1968, pp. 14—15.
Cf. Miklosich and Miller IV, pp. 2934.

*! Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 210; Ddlger, Reg. 1910.

$2Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrme’, pp. 128-30.
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coastal region opposite the” island of Rhodes formed its
southernmost administrative division.*® The names of several
dukes who governed this theme in the late twelfth century
have been preserved.** One John Tzykes who held office
shortly before 1216 is the first recorded aftér the fall of
Constantinople.**

The Nicaean possessions in the Aegean Sea formed a dis-
tinct part of the Nicaean Empire. Almost every island seems
to have had its own governor. John Palaiologos, brother of
Michael Palaiologos, was appointed governor of Rhodes,
probably in 1256.*S Alexios Varangopoulos was kephale or
governor of the island of Cos in 1258,°" and a duke of the
island of Chios is recorded in the late thirteenth century.®®
We have already seen how in 1254 Constantine Diogenes held
the combined office of duke, apographeus, and exisotes of the
islands of Leros and Kalymnos.*® But it may have been more
usual to group together a larger number of islands for the
purposes of the apographe. In 1263 Leo Eskamatismenos was
apographeus of the island of Rhodes and the other Cyclades.
His activities extended to the islands of Leros and Cos.6°

$ Ibid., p. 291, Il. 8-5; Ddlger, Reg. 1693.

54 See Miklosich and Miller IV, p. 820, 1l. 22-8, p. 325, 1. 3.

% Ibid., pp. 820-7.

% Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 198.

57 Ibid. VI, p. 187.

*8 Ibid. IV, p. 280, 1I. 9-10; Dolger, Reg. 2152.

 See above, p. 59.
¢ Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 214-19.




XII

THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE
ASIATIC PROVINCES OF THE NICAEAN
EMPIRE

1. DUCAL ADMINISTRATION

The theme system rebuilt by the emperors of the House of
Komnenos was in the process of disintegration at the turn
of the twelfth century. The emperors of Nicaea arrested this
process: the themes of western Asia Minor were reconstituted
much as they had existed in the reign of Manuel I Kom-
nenos and provided the framework of Nicaean provincial ad-
ministration. Each theme had at its head a governor who
bore the title of ‘duke’. This title was given in the tenth cen-
tury to the governors of important frontier provinces; it was
only in the twelfth century that it came to be applied to the
governors of themes generally.!

The duke was appointed by the emperor and vested with
both civil and military powers; he was the emperor’s per-
manent representative in’ the province to which he was
appointed. His term of office during the period of the
Nicaean Empire was normally limited to a single year.? Of
the dukes of Thrakesion who are recorded during this period
only the Butler John Komnenos Kantakouzenos held office
for a longer term. He first appears as duke of Thrakesion
in 12423 and he was still in possession of this office in 1249.4
As we have already remarked,® his long tenure of office was
almost certainly due to the exceptional circumstances of those
years. Equally unusual was Manuel Kontophre’s tenure of
this office. He was apparently governor of Thrakesion on two

! Glykauzi-Ahrweiler in BCH 84 (1960), 58-5, 61—4; Ahrweiler, Byzance et la mer,
pp. 118-80, 222-5; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 125-7; D. Angelov, ‘K voprosu o pravi-
teljakh fem v epirskom despotate i nikejskoj imperii’, BS 12 (1951), 58-64.

2 See Dolger in BZ 27 (1927), 307-10; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 188-48.

3 Wilson and Darrouzés in REB 26 (1968), 20-1.

* Acropolites I, pp. 86—7; Dolger, Reg. 1798.

* See above, pp. 210-11.
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separate occasions, first in 1237 and then again in 1240.6
Another anomaly occurred shortly before the recovery of
Constantinople. In 1259 Theodotos Kalothetos appears to
have combined the offices of duke of Thrakesion and duke
of Melanoudion.” Again the circumstances were exceptional.
In that year the usurper Michael Palaiologos had need of
men whom he could trust in key positions in the provinces
just as much as in the central government. Kalothetos was
his uncle.?

During the period of exile the dukes of Thrakesion were
drawn from the court aristocracy. Some were relatives of the
emperors of Nicaea® and there were also members of the
great Byzantine families, such as the Angeloi, the Laskarids,
and the Kantakouzenoi, among their numbers.!® But, with the
exception of John Kantakouzenos, none held any important
court title. Most of them bore the very common honorary
title of pansevastos sevastos.'' A much more important common
factor uniting all those who held the office of duke of Thrake-
sion during the period of exile has so far gone unnoticed.
They were all members-of the imperial household.

Some of the dukes of Thrakesion went on to occupy other
posts in the Nicaean administration.'? Manuel Kontophre
became commander of the Nicaean fleet,!* while Theodore

¢ Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 249-50, 252; Dolger, Reg. 1756, 1769, 1770. It may
well be, as Professor Ahrweiler (‘Smyrne’, pp. 143—4 and n. 96) suggests, that the
dating of the single document (Miklosich and Miiller, No. clvii, p. 250), which
apparently shows Kontophre holding office in 1287, ought to be emended. It is dated
Indiction 10 (=1287), but this may be a copyist’s error, and should be altered to
Indiction 138 (= 1240).

" Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 1584, 208-10; ibid. VI, pp. 201-2.

* Cf. F. Délger, PARASPORA, pp. 181-2.

% John Doukas Kourtikes, duke 1288—4, was a syngambros of the emperor; John
Angelos, duke 12856, was an uncle of the emperor.

9 John Angelos, duke 1235-6; Constantine Laskaris, duke 1284-5; John
Kantakouzenos, duke 1242-¢. 1249.

"' Manuel Kontophre, duke 1287 (?), 1240; Theodore Hikanatos, duke 1289;
Theodotos Kalothetos, duke 1259 ; Theodore Kryvitziotes, duke 1260.

21t has been suggested (e.g. by Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, p. 142) that John Angelos,
Duke of Thrakesion 1285-6, is to be identified with the Protostrator John Angelos,
who held office under Thepdore II Laskaris and belonged to his inner circle (see
above, pp. 84, 152). But the latter was a comparatively young man (see Acropolites I,
p. 124, 1l. 9-13), while the former is described as an uncle of the Emperor John
Vatatzes. He is probably to be identified with the father-in-law of John Vatatzes's

nephew, John Doukas (Acropolites, p. 101, 1l. 4-14).
13 Acropolites I, p. 59, 1l. 14-17, p. 66, ll. 13—14.
N
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Kryvitziotes, who was duke of Thrakesion in 1260, was in the
following year a member of a Nicaean embassy to Genoa.'*
Normally speaking, the governorship of a province would
only have come fairly late in a man’s career. Two dukes of
Thrakesion, Theodore Hikanatos'®* and Theodotos Kalo-
thetos,'¢ died while holding office, and a third, John Kanta-
kouzenos,!” shortly after his term of office had ended. On the
other hand, a governorship might be conferred upon a man,
such as Michael Palaiologos, who was still at the beginning
of his career, but had already distinguished himself and was
marked out for greater things.

Under the duke of a theme came a variety of officials. They
can be divided into two groups. There were, on the one hand,
the duke’s personal staff and, on the other, senior officials
of the provincial administration who were appointed directly
by the emperor. These included the governors of cities and

fortresses and the stratopedarch, who appears to have been-

the most important official of the theme beneath the duke.
He may well have acted as the duke’s deputy. Later evidence
suggests that the stratopedarch’s special duties were con-
nected with the military organization of the theme,'® but
during the period of exile the holders of this office are only
found carrying out routine administrative tasks, such as an
apographe or the handing over of property.!* They could
also authorize the handing over of parotkoi to the holder of
a pronoia.®® It was an office that seems to have been frequently
combinéd with other posts in the provincial administration;
at Malagina with the office of duke? and in Maiander with
that of paradotes.?* It must be assumed from the title that the
paradotes of a theme had a special responsibility for the hand-
ing over of property and peasants.?? But this was not by any
means a task that was carried out exclusively by the holders

4 Délger, Reg. 1884, 1892.

1$ Blemmydes, p. 31, Il. 4-11.

16 Ibid., pp. 91-2.

7 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, p. 70, 1l. 20-1. See Nicol, Kantakouzenos, 14-—16.

% Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 187, Il. 4-22.

19 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 4-8; ibid. VI, p. 190.

20 Oikonomides in REB 22 (1964), 160, 11. 8-9.

2 Laurent, Bulles métriques, No. 407.

22 Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 190.
23 Cf. Oikonomides in REB 22 (1964), 160, 1l. 8-9.
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of this office. As might be expected; the duke was assisted
by officials who in theory were responsible for specialized
aspects of provincial administration, but in practice were
called upon to perform a variety of tasks. It was for this
reason that the chief offices of the theme were often combined.

The members of the duke’s personal staff were chosen by
him, and not appointed by the emperor. The duke possessed
a grammatikos or secretary.’* He also possessed a logariastes,
who had an essential role to play in the fiscal administration
of the theme. He was not only responsible for aiding the
duke in the collection of certain taxes,?® but he was also called
upon, at least in the late twelfth century, to supervise prop-
erty. If the legality of a sale of property was in doubt, it
might be brought to him for authorization.?¢ He might also
be sent by the duke to discover whether a landowner was
entitled to all the paroikoi settled on his estates.?’

All aspects of provincial administration came within the
duke’s purview. His chief responsibility was possibly the
maintenance of law and order and the general administration
of justice within his province. Often it was simply a question
of carrying out an imperial order to protect the rights and
property of, for instance, a monastery, when these were
threatened by outsiders. In the case of the monastery of Lem-
viotissa, these ranged from members of the great families of
the Empire?® down to the kitchen servants of the palace of
Nymphaion.?® The dukes of Thrakesion were also called upon
to protect this monastery from their own administration.3®

24 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 55, 1l. 11-12.

s Ibid., pp. 214-15; Délger, Reg. 1781.

26 Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 125, ll. 25-80.

2 Ibid. 1V, pp. 817-18. There remains the problem of the protovestiarios. At the
end of the twelfth century holders of this office were involved in the financial
administration of the theme (Stadtmiiller, Michael Choniates, p. 295). They are to be
distinguished from the court dignitary of the same name. In the early thirteenth
century one George was the protovestiarios of the Grand Duke Theodotos Phokas
(Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 153-6). He had been responsible for investigating
a property dispute along with other local officials, including a logariastes. There are
thus two possibilities. The protovestiarios was either an officer of a great noble house-
hold or, as there is a strong possibility that Phokas was duke of Thrakesion (see
above, p. 200, n. 131), an official of the theme administration.

2 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 254-5; Dolger, Reg. 1772.
2 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 215; Ddlger, Reg. 1768.
3¢ Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 216-17, 224-5.
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Of course, a duke would not always wait for an imperial
order before he acted. Disputes and grievances might be
brought directly to him ; and he would be expected to investi-
gate them.®' But, whether he was acting on imperial orders
or on his own initiative, many of the cases with which he
had to deal would have to come before him for judgement.
He possessed his own law court. He was the judge, but asses-
sors were present.’? In all probability, this law court was
established on a semi-permanent basis in the capital of the
theme; and it was here that complaints against the ducal
administration and lawsuits were brought.?* In the course
of his duties a duke travelled throughout his province. He
presumably set up court on the way to hear pressing
cases, or he might be ordered by the emperor to go away to a
particular place to try a lawsuit on the spot. This happened
in September 12385 when the Duke of Thrakesion, John
Angelos, was ordered to try a dispute involving the monastery
of Lemviotissa. His assessors on this particular occasion
were the son of the Metropolitan of Smyrna, a member of the
metropolitan’s administration, and the governor of the
fortress of Smyrna.34 The decision made by John Angelos and
his assessors favoured the monastery. It was based on the
documents which each party produced and on the oral testi-
mony of local people who had been summoned.**

There was another procedure that a duke could adopt in
cases brought before him for judgement. In 1268 the monks
of Lemviotissa and a member of the Planites family took
their quarrel over some olive trees to John Tornikes, who
was then duke of Thrakesion. He sent a citizen of Smyrna
called Makrenos, who was not apparently connected with the
provincial administration in any official capacity, to the vil-
lage where the trees stood. He was to investigate the matter
and to obtain sworn evidence from local inhabitants.*¢ It was
upon this evidence that Tornikes came to his verdict.?’

3 Blemmydes, pp. 29-30; Theodore Lascaris, pp. 298-9; Miklosich and Miiller
1V, pp. 784. 32 Blemmydes, p. 17, Il 11-17.

3 1bid., pp. 16-17, p. 29, 1. 26-9, p. 91, II. 5-13,

3 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 88, Il. 19-28.

3% Ibid. IV, pp. 36-9; ibid. VI, pp. 210-12.

3 Ibid. IV, p. 141, Il 6-16. Cf. ibid., pp. 78—4.

¥ Ibid., pp. 78—4.
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The impression left by the soufces is that most of the
duke’s judicial work concerned property disputes, but this
cannot have been the case. How he dealt with serious crimes,
such as murder, robbery, and rape, is nowhere recorded,
although something is known of the punishments he could
impose. Fining was probably the most common penalty.
Sometimes fines were exceptionally heavy. In May 1256 the
Duke of Thrakesion, George Makrenos, threatened the in-
habitants of the village of Manteia with a fine of 1,000 hyper-
pyra if they continued to trouble the monastery of Lemvio-
fissa.’® In other cases, imprisonment or beating might be
considered more appropriate penalties. In 1233 another duke
of Thrakesion, John Doukas Kourtikes, inflicted both these
punishments upon the paroikoi of Vari for refusing to pay the
taxes that he had demanded of them.?

Apart from his judicial work and the maintenance of law
and order, the duke had other responsibilities which have
already been touched upon. The military organization of the
theme came under the control of the duke. The commanders
of the fortresses of his theme were under his orders* and
he may have continued to command the troops of his theme
on campaign. As late as 1248 the Butler John Kantakouzenos,
who was then duke of Thrakesion, was sent by the emperor
to seize a number of fortresses on the island of Rhodes. He
was to prevent them falling into the hands of the Genoese,
who had seized the city of Rhodes. This he did, with the help
of a small force which he had at his disposal. This was pre-
sumably the army of his theme, since the emperor was forced
to send him reinforcements from the field army, as soon a$
a campaign against the Latins of Constantinople had been
completed.*! By the time-of the recovery of Constantinople
the duke’s military duties must have become progressively
less- important as a result of the enrolment of the provincial
armies in the field army.#? They would have been reduced
to little more than the supervision of the pronoia system within
his province.

* Ibid., pp. 211-12.

¥ 1bid., pp. 214-15; Dolger, Reg. 1731,

40 Acropolites I, pp. 135-6.

“ Ibid., p. 86, 1. 1-14.

42 See above, pp. 189-91. Cf. Angelov in BS 12 (1951), 62, 65.
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The duke and his administration were responsible for the
handing over of pronoiai.** The duke was also to be found
during the period of exile carrying out apographai, handing
over peasants and establishing the dues and labour services
they owed their lord, and handing over imperial grants of
property.** These were all tasks regularly carried out by the
apographeis. In the intervals of the apographe the supervision
of property seems to have been one of the duke’s main
responsibilities.

The duke and his administration also had fiscal responsi-
bilities. As we have seen, these did not include the collection
of the basic land tax, but were limited to the raising of vari-
ous supplementary taxes, the military dues among others.
The collection even of these was progressively taken out of
the hands of the ducal administration and entrusted to
vestiaritai who held their commissions directly from the
emperor.*s

The profits of justice (aertka) accruing to the state remained
under the duke’s control and were forwarded to him monthly
by his agents, who also seem to have been responsible for
exacting corvées which were due to the state.*® The duke and
his administration continued to collect the various perqui-
sites to which they were entitled.*’

Under the Komnenoi the tax-raising machinery in the pro-
vinces was largely under the control of the ducal adminis-
tration; and the financial needs of a theme were the first
charge on the sum of the taxes (achrostichon) raised from it.*8
This was in contrast to the situation existing during the
period of exile, when the duke was losing control over the
collection of taxes within his theme. The consequences for
provincial administration must have been far-reaching. To
finance his administration the duke would have come to rely
very heavily on the revenues that remained to him, in other
words the profits of justice and the various perquisites which

4 See above, pp. 217-19.

44 See above, pp. 210, 216, 221.

4% See above, pp. 2324.

46 Sathas VI, pp. 641-2; Ferrari in Bulletino dell’Istituto Storico Italiano, 83 (1918),
54, 11. 20-81; Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 217, 1. 4-6, p. 224, 1. 19.

41 See above, p. 226.

48 See Dolger, Finanzverwaltung, pp. 76~8, 18, n. 4.
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his agents could claim. Such exaétions had been one of the
worst features of the breakdown of provincial administration
at the end of the wwelfth century.#’ This does not mean that
provincial administration under the Laskarids was neces-
sarily as oppressive as it had been under the Angeloi; only that
potential abuses remained. Of more immediate consequence
was that the relatively large financial autonomy enjoyed by the
governors of themes under the Komnenoi must have been
severely circumscribed.

The sources leave two distinct impressions about the nature
of Nicaean provincial administration. On the one hand, there
was an overlap between the areas of responsibility of the
ducal administration and those of agents of the central
government; on the other, there was a tendency to diminish
the duke’s real authority. He was losing control over the rais-
ing of taxes within his theme; his military responsibilities
were also being reduced. He was becoming essentially a civil
governor, responsible for carrying out imperial orders that
very often precisely defined the courses open to him and left
him with little freedom of action.

There can be little doubt that, at least in the Anatolian
provinces, the period of exile saw a movement towards
greater central control and the more extensive use of agents
of the central government in the provinces. The much smaller
size of the Nicaean Empire must have made this a more prac-
tical policy than had been the case hitherto. This impression
of greater central control is reinforced by the fact that much
of our information relates to the district of Smyrna which
lay only a few miles from the palace of Nymphaion.

The general direction of imperial policy is one thing; how
it worked out in practice is another. Dukes were not always
able to carry out imperial orders, nor was it always possible
to enforce imperial decisions. This state of affairs suggests
that the dukes enjoyed more autonomy than might be sup-
posed. It also reflects the very complicated balance of forces
that existed at the local level. The duke’s actions were not
determined solely by imperial orders, but also by local
interests. Bishops, landowners, and even village councils

# See Staduniiller, Michael Choniates, pp. 169-72; A. Bon, Le Péloponndse byzantin,
pp. 167-9.
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all had a part to play in local administration; and the duke
needed their co-operation.

2. LOCAL GOVERNMENT

There were not only many interests involved in local govern-
ment; there were also various levels. The chief administrative
division of the theme was the katepanikion. Its administration
was quite distinct from that of the great cities of the Empire,
such as Ephesos, Philadelphia, Smyrna, and Nicaea, which
came under a governor appointed by the emperor; but
towns, such as Palatia and Sampson, did not possess an ad-
ministration separate from that of the surrounding country-
side and formed the centres of the subordinate divisions
(chorai) of the katepanikion.

At the head of each katepanikion was an agent appointed
by the duke of the theme. He was known as a praktor or,
more commonly after 1204, as an energon.’® He might be a
person of some standing. John Konstomares, an imperial
secretary and a member of Theodore II Laskaris’s circle, was
energon of the katepanikion of Smyrna in 1289.5! Praktores were
also appointed, presumably by the duke, for the towns and
districts within each katepanikion.*?

Before 1204 the duties of the praktor were primarily fiscal,*
but during the period of exile they underwent a change and
became in the main administrative and judicial. He heard
local disputes in his own law court.* He collected the
proceeds of justice and, as we have seen, forwarded them
monthly to the duke of the theme.** Though responsible to
the duke, the praktor might receive orders directly from the
emperor. These normally concerned the maintenance of law
and order. In November 1253 the praktor of the katepanikion
of Smyrna was instructed by the emperor to fine the inhabi-

**These terms were used interchangeably. It does not seem to me possible to
establish a precise distinction between them.

t Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 247; Délger, Reg. 1767. See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’,
pp- 159-60.

5 Ferrari in Bulletino dell’Istitutd Storico Italiano, 88 (1918), 54, 1. 20-81.

33 See Dolger, Finanzverwaltung, pp. 78~1. ’

54 Sathas VI, pp. 633—4.

%5 Ibid., pp. 641-2; Ferrari in Bulletino dell’Istituto Storico Italiano, 88 (1918), 54,
1. 20-81.
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tants. of Mantaia 1,000 hyperpyra if they continued to trouble
the monastery of Lemviotissa.*

One incident reveals something of what was involved in
the work of a praktor. In 1209 the praktor of the town of Palatia
was called upon to investigate a dispute over the property
of a dying monk. He went to see the monk, hoping to dis-
cover how he had disposed of his property. When the case
came for judgement before the Metropolitan of Miletos, the
praktor produced as evidence the statement that he had
extracted from the monk.*?

Not all praktores were government agents; some were in the
service of members of the aristocracy.’® As we have seen, the
grant of an immunity might involve the exercise of public
authority; and the beneficiary would be obliged to establish
his own administration. It is difficult to evaluate the role
played by these praktores in local government during the per-
iod of exile, since virtually all the evidence of their activities
in the region of Smyrna relates to the period after the re-
covery of Constantinople. There was now a growing distance
between the government in Constantinople and the Anatolian
provinces. The monastery of Lemviotissa no longer had the
same confidence in imperial intervention and was forced to
come to terms with local magnates and sometimes even to
seek their protection. Their praktores’ influence in local affairs
consequently grew, but their range of duties cannot have
changed greatly. They were essentially estate administrators,
responsible for upholding their lord’s interests and carrying
out his orders. This might involve witnessing the sale of prop-
erty belonging to one of their lord’s paroikoi®® or handing
over a grant of property that he had made.® At other times,
the duties of the praktor were more those of a village headman.
In 1228 the praktor of the village of Prinovari went with the
priests and other leading inhabitants to settle a dispute that

¢ Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 210-11; Délger, Reg. 1815.

37 Miklosich and Miiller V1, pp. 153-6.

%8 See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 162-8. To this list should be added Theodore
Lapardas, energon in Mourmounta in the service of the panhypersevastina Zagaromatina
(Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 284-5) and Leo Kaloeidas, antidoux of the Empress
Theodora’s estates of Petra (ibid., p. 279). Antidoux was another equivalent for praktor
(see Ferrari in Bulletino del’Istituto Storico Italiano, 83 (1918), No. 82, p. 60, 1. 24-8).

*® Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 158-9.

% Ibid., pp. 175-6, 234-5.
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their village had with the monastery of Lemviotissa over a
field. After evidence had been heard on both sides, the repre-
sentatives of Prinovari agreed before their praktor to concede
the field to the monastery.5!

This incident underlines the part that village represen-
tatives had to play in local affairs. They were known as
otkodespotai or ‘the better sorts’ (kreittones). In the tenth century
their farms were carefully distinguished from the general
run of peasant holdings.®? There is no evidence that this
continued to be the case in the thirteenth century; their legal
status was no different from that of the other paroikoi in a
village.®* But their very title implies that they continued to
form a peasant aristocracy.

Together with the priests of the village, the otkodespota:
formed a village council which was responsible for the order-
ing of many aspects of village life. It served as a law court
before which local disputes could be brought.® Its members
were frequent witnesses of sales and gifts of property and
were also often called upon to help the imperial admini-
stration or the local bishop in their administrative and judicial
work. Village officers may have been chosen from their ranks.
One of the oikodespotai of the village of Prinovari held the
post of oikologes.®* The duties attached to this post are not
known; they were possibly connected with the apportioning
of dues or holdings among the villagers.%¢ That peasants were
accustomed to arrange such aspects of village life for them-
selves is suggested by an imperial order of 1284. It instructed
the Duke of Thrakesion, Constantine Laskaris, to settle the
paroikoi of Vari on appropriate holdings and to fix the taxes
and services that they were to owe to their lord, the monas-
tery of Lemviotissa. He was strictly enjoined not to allow
them to do as they pleased.®’

There were other and larger local assemblies which
brought together representatives from a whole district (chora).

¢t Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 187-8.

2 Dolger, Finanzverwaltung, p. 115, 1l 13-20.

3 Miklosich and Mailler IV, pp. 128, Il. 14fF,, 278, IL. 21ff.

¢ Ibid., pp. 80-4.

s Ibid., p. 187.

¢ Cf. the due called oikomodoparasporon, on which see above, p. 226.
7 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 182-3; Délger, Reg. 1740.
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Occasionally, they were constituted by the oikodespotai of the
villages within the district,*® but it seems to have been more
common for representatives from the local clergy, together
with soldiers holding pronoiai within the district, to be present
as well.®*

Much of the work of these assemblies must have been
routine. They were called upon to witness a variety of docu-
ments, such as wills, sales, and marriage settlements.”® Local
disputes might come before them without the intervention of
outside authorities,” but more often these assemblies were
called together at the orders of a member of the imperial
administration, of the local bishop, or of the lord of a village
within the district. This does not mean that they were there-
fore completely subservient to whoever had been responsible
for calling them together. No doubt pressure could be
brought to bear upon them, but these local assemblies some-
times acted in a remarkably independent fashion. Towards
the end of the thirteenth century a powerful landowner of
the Phokas family called together an assembly of the district
of Mantaia near Smyrna to hear his quarrel over some land
with the monastery of Lemviotissa. The monks protested that
they had no quarrel with Phokas, but the assembly ordered
them to go and fetch their deeds. Otherwise, the case would
go by default to Phokas, at whose hands the monks had suf-
fered many injustices. After the monks had returned with the
necessary documents, the assembly found in favour of the
monastery.”> About the same time the members of another
local assembly ordered their lords to return some olive trees
to the same monastery.”

The formal organization of these local assemblies rested
largely with the local clergy; and this may help to explain
the independent stand that these assemblies sometimes took.
Not only were the local priests included among the members
of both village and district assemblies, but the protopappas of
a district or a parish (enoria)—the two seem often to have been

¢8 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 165-7.

% Ibid. IV, pp. 94-5, 128-9; VI, pp. 158-6, 1847, 228, Il. 8-9.
" bid. 1V, p. 129, L. 1, p. 140, 1l. 17-18.

" e.g. ibid., pp. 165-7.

72 Ibid., pp. 128-9.
7 Ibid., p. 92, Il 10-21.
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coterminous—not infrequently acted as the president of the
district assembly.’® Sometimes his place would be taken by
the local notary,” but, in any case, the posts of notary and
protopappas were frequently combined.” Each district had its
own notary. He was invariably a priest, and he was appointed
by the local bishop. His general responsibilities included the
drawing up of deeds of sale, wills, and marriage settlements.?
He also drew up the decisions reached by the local assem-
blies, of which he seems to have been a permanent member.

The part played by the oikodespotai and the other members of
these local assemblies in the general administration of the Em-
pire has already been touched upon. They might be called
upon to help an apographeus to decide rights of property.”
They played an essential part in the handing over of imperial
grants of property and the establishment of boundaries. 2

The imperial administration and, for that matter, episcopal
administrations, had need of the co-operation of these local
assemblies, since one of the commonest methods employed
by these administrations to settle disputes and to establish
rights was the holding of an ‘inquest’. This meant that local
representatives were called together to bear witness over some
dispute before imperial officials or members of the local
bishop’s administration. This was the procedure employed
in 12385 by the Duke of Thrakesion, John Angelos, when
he was ordered by the emperor to try the dispute over the
hamlet of Sphournou between the monastery of Lemviotissa
and the villagers of Potamou.?! His judgement, based on
local testimony, did not put an end to the dispute. It was
finally decided by dividing the hamlet between the opposing
parties, but the division had to be carried out in the presence
of representatives from the surrounding villages.®

™ Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 165-7; V1, pp. 158~6.

 Ibid. IV, pp. 804, 984, 128-9.

% See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 117-18.

" Ferrari in Bulletino dell’Istituto Storico Italiano, 38 (1918), No. 14, p. 54, 1. 1-18;
A. Dain, ‘Formules de “commission” pour un “nomikos” et un “exarchos”’, REB
16 (1958), 166-7.

* Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 804, 128-9, 1424, 165—6.

" Ibid. 1V, pp. 244-7, esp. p. 245, Il. 29-33.

# e.g. ibid. IV, pp. 142-4.

* Ibid. IV, pp. 88-9. CF. ibid. VI, pp. 210-14; Délger, Reg. 1912.

*2 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 41-3.
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One case, in particular, illustrates the powers of the oikodes-
potai and the functions of local assemblies. It concerns a long-
standing dispute over some olive trees given by one John
Poleas to his cousin Leo Mouzethras in 1209.%* Poleas later
claimed that his cousin had taken more than he had been
given, and in 1228 he brought his case before his lord (auth-
entes), the ‘imperial liege knight’ Syrgares, who sent the case
to be heard before the oikodespotai of his pronoia. The oiko-
despotai of the village of Aurelion,** which formed part of
Syrgares’s pronoia, duly assembled together with the notary
of the village. After examining some documents they decided
that Poleas had no claim to the olive trees. Mouzethras,
nevertheless, ceded ten trees to his cousin in the presence of
the oikodespotai in the hope of thus bringing the case to a close.
It was not to be. In 1251, soon after his death, his cousin’s
son, Thomas Poleas, reopened the quarrel by submitting it
to Eirene Komnena Vranaina who had succeeded Syrgares in
possession of the neighbouring village of Panaretos. Mou-
zethras’s heir also came and put his case. Eirene Vranaina
decided that the quarrel was to go before the oikodespotai of
Panaretos for judgement. Before the case could be heard,
Thomas Poleas picked the crop of olives and damaged the
trees. Vranaina now had no alternative but to have Poleas
tried by the oikodespotai. They upheld the decision of the oiko-
despotai of Aurelion and ordered Poleas to return possession
of the trees to Mouzethras’s heir. They warned him that he
was liable to be excommunicated by the Metropolitan of
Smyrna for bearing false witness and forbade him to reopen
the case in either a private (archontikon) or ecclesiastical court
on pain of a fine of twenty-four hyperpyra to the state.®

This case illustrates much of what must have been typical
Nicaean local administration. It shows the way that the
holders of privileged property were taking over some of the
functions of the imperial administration. We have seen how
they had their own agents, and now we see how the peasants
settled on their estates brought their quarrels to them; but
it is just as important that they should have sent such cases

8 Ibid., pp. 119-21.
% Ibid., p. 82, L. 81.
% Ibid., pp. 80-8.
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for judgement before a local court composed of oikodespotai.
The holders of privileged estates simply took over and
worked through the existing village organization. The exten-
sion of such estates may therefore not have produced such
profound changes in the life of the peasantry as is sometimes
supposed.

Nor were these local courts necessarily subservient to the
wishes of local landowners. Judgement seems to have rested
with the members of the court alone; and the sanctions it
possessed—the threat of excommunication by the local
bishop and a fine payable to the state—were quite indepen-
dent of the authority of the local lord. It would seem that the
otkodespotai had sufficient authority to settle disputes among
their fellow peasants and to check misdemeanours. Village life
thus retained a degree of autonomy, but should the verdict
of a local court go against a man of influence, it was not
likely to be respected and the case was almost certain to be
reopened in a higher court.?¢

3. MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT

At the head of the municipal government of the major cities
of the Nicaean Empire was a governor known as the prokathe-
menos, who was appointed by the emperor.’” During the
period of exile prokathemenoi are attested for the cities of
Smyrna,®® Philadelphia,® and Ephesos,®® and in 1267 for the
city of Nicaea too.! The prokathemenos seems to have been
the successor of the katepano, the governor of a city in the
first half of the twelfth century. A seal of a prokathemenos has
been preserved from the twelfth century. It is therefore likely
that the creation of this office is to be connected with a
reform of local government carried out under Manuel
Komnenos.®?

Three prokathemenoi of Smyrna are recorded during the
thirteenth century. George Monomachos had been appointed

8¢ See Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 3248, 165-9.

8 Sathas VI, p. 644, 1l. 8-17.

% See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 155-8.

% Theodore Lascaris, p. 197.

%0 Miklosich and Miiller VI, p. 176. I am very grateful to Nikos Oikonomides
for allowing me to consult the new edition that he is making of this document.

5! Pachymeres I, p. 246, 1l. 18-19.

%2 See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, p. 155.
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to this office by 1227,% but by 1284 he had been succeeded
by John Alopos or Alopekos.** The next recorded holder of
this position was George Kaloeidas, who remained in office
from the 1250s to the 1280s.%* Both Kaloeidas and Monoma-
chos came from Smyrniot families. Members of the Kaloeidas
family figure among the Metropolitan of Smyrna’s admini-
stration. George Kaloeidas possessed land in the plain of
Memaniomenos outside Smyrna and a metochion of St. George
which he gave to the monastery of Lemviotissa.*® The Mono-
machos family also- had property in the plain of Memanio-
menos, as well as in Smyrna itself and in the village of
Mantaia.?” Alopos does not seem to have come from a local
family. No other members of this family figure in the Acts
of Lemviotissa. Alopos did hold a pronoia in the neighbour-
hood of Smyrna.?® This too marks him off from the other
prokathemenoi of Smyrna.

Demetrios Iatropoulos, the prokathemenos of Philadelphia,
was likewise not a native of the city he was sent to govern.
He had been one of the conspirators who had betrayed
Thessalonica to John Vatatzes in 1246°° and under Michael
VIII Palaiologos he was to become logothete ton oikeiakon.'®
He was a correspondent of Theodore II Laskaris.!?!

The prokathemenos had both civil and military powers. In
1267 panic broke out in the city of Nicaea as a rumour
spread that the Mongols were approaching the city. The
citizens looked to the prokathemenos Nicholas Manouelites for
leadership; and he set about organizing the city’s defence.!0?
But in the reasonably peaceful conditions that reigned in
Nicaean Asia Minor the prokathemenos’s main duties seem to
have been judicial. Various local disputes were brought before
him to be settled. In September 1280 Abbot Gerasimos of

%3 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 44-5.

%4 Ibid., pp. 146~50.

% Ibid., pp. 72, 102-8. For dating see Ddlger in BZ 27 (1927), 306.

% Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 102-3. See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 157-8.

%7 See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, p. 156.

°* Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 88. Alopos’s proncia probably comprised the village
of Pauchome: cf. ibid., p. 85, ll. 2-9.

% Acropolites 1, p." 79, 1. 24-5.

1% Pachymeres 1, pp. 1245, p. 877, 1. 10, p. 522, 1l. 10-11.

't Theodore Lascaris, p. 197.

192 Pachymeres I, pp. 246-7.
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Lemviotissa produced the will of a monk named Valkes
before the prokathemenos of Smyrna, George Monomachos.
He believed that it would prove that some salt pans disputed
by the monk’s family belonged to the monastery. Mono-
machos and other archontes of Smyrna were able to persuade
the family to make out a deed recognizing the monastery’s
rights to the salt pans. It was signed by Monomachos.!%
Other deeds which brought lawsuits to an end are signed and
witnessed by prokathemenoi of Smyrna.'®* Bearing the Valkes
case in mind, there is good reason to suppose that they had
a part to play in the settlement of these disputes as well.
In 1258 the prokathemenos of Smyrna, George Kaloeidas,
was present (with other archontes of the city) as a witness in a
case involving the monasteries of Lemviotissa and Kalyphas,
which was heard before the Metropolitan of Smyrna.!®

The prokathemenos might carry out more general admini-
strative tasks. Both Monomachos and Alopos were responsible
for handing over imperial grants of property to the monas-
tery of Lemviotissa. Alopos actually deputized for the Duke
of Thrakesion, John Kourtikes, who was involved on imperial
business elsewhere.!%¢

At Smyrna the prokathemenos was assisted in his duties by
the kastrophylax. A kastrophylax was appointed by the emperor
to the command of a fortress and its garrison.'®” The origins
of this office have been traced back to the middle of the
eleventh century.'%® Kastrophylakes were not only appointed to
the great fortress-cities of the Empire, but also to the numer-
ous fortresses scattered throughout the provinces.!® One
imagines that in these smaller places their powers were not just
limited to the command of a fortress, but that they also pos-

19 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 48-51.

194 Ihid., pp. 69~72, 192-4.

195 Ibid., pp. 55-6.

19 [bid., pp. 485, 146-9.

197 Sathas VI, pp. 644-5.

198 N. Oikonomides, ‘The Donations of Castles in the last quarter of the eleventh
century (Dolger, Reg. No. 1012)’, Polychronion. Festschrift Franz Dolger zum 75. Geburistag,
Heidelberg, 1966, p. 417 and n. 12.

19 e.g. kastrophylakes are recorded for the fortresses of Pelion and Pardovounon
on the island of Cos during the thirteenth century (Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp.
184, 228).
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sessed considerable influence in local’administration. Even in
the city of Smyrna the duties of the kastrophylax were not en-
tirely military. The sevastos Theophylaktos Vrachionites is the
only kastrophylax of Smyrna attested during the period of
exile. He held office in the 1230s. In 1230 he helped the
prokathemenos of Smyrna, George Monomachos, to settle the
dispute between the monastery of Lemviotissa and the
Valkes family.''® In 1235 he was associated with the Duke of
Thrakesion, John Angelos, in his judgement of the dispute
between the same monastery and the inhabitants of Potamou
over the hamlet of Sphournou.!!!

Vrachionites was one of the archontes of Smyrna before
whom the monk Nikandros Gounaropoulos confessed in
4232, at the request of the vestiarites John Ravdokanakes, that
he had sold a field to Basil Vlatteros.!'> This confession
should be put into the context of the dispute between the
monastery of Lemviotissa and the heirs of Basil Vlatteros over
property in the village of Vari, which had earlier been ceded
by the Gounaropouloi family to Vlatteros.!'* In October
1230 the wvestiarites Ravdokanakes obtained imperial con-
firmation of his rights to the disputed property, which had
come to him through his marriage to Vlatteros’s daughter.'¢
In the same month that Gounaropoulos made his confession
to the archontes of Smyrna, the monastery of Lemviotissa
obtained an imperial order which recognized the monastery’s
claims to the whole of the village of Vari and dismissed those
of Vlatteros’s heirs.!!’ It is therefore reasonable to suppose
that the archontes of Smyrna were collecting sworn evidence,
as part of an investigation of the conflicting claims to the
village of Vari. We have already seen how a similar procedure
was followed in another dispute involving the monastery of
Lemviotissa.!'® We cannot know whether the archontes of
Smyrna were acting on their own initiative or on orders from
the government. What we do know is that the archontes formed

110 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 50, Il. 32—4.

" 1bid., p. 88, ll. 20-1.

112 Ibid., pp. 189-90.

113 Ibid., pp. 183—4, 185-7.

14 1bid., p. 218; Délger, Reg. 1724. .

115 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 194-5; Délger, Reg. 1728.
!16 See above, p. 254.
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a distinct group within the city and that they were responsible
for aiding the governor and the metropolitan in the execu-
tion of their administrative and judicial duties.

Individually, the archontes of Smyrna had a part to play in
local administration. Of the archontes of Smyrna who
assembled in 1232 to hear Gounaropoulos’s evidence, one
Theophylaktos Vrachionites was, as we know, kastrophylax of
Smyrna. Another Constantine Phagomodes was responsible,
c. 1285, for assessing ploimot in the katepanikion of Smyrna;'"’
yet another, the vestiarites 1saac Levounes, was head of the
commission which collected ploimoi from that district in
1985.118 Other vestiaritai were aisO numbered among the
archontes of smyrna.''? 1t seems probable that the prokathe-
menos of Smyrn2 ought ta be numbered among the archontes
of the city as well.!2°

In some instances the title of ‘archon’ seems O point to 2
specific office. The archor, holding a commission from the
duke of a theme, had authority tO hand over paroikoi t© the
holder of 2 pronoia.m At Athens at the end of the wwelfth
century an archon had charge of the police force,-and another
archon may have commanded the garrison of the city.'?* But
it seems morc likely that these examples only show how
dependent the imperial administration was 01t the co-opera-
tion of local notables.

The archonies of a city were drawn in the main from estab-
lished local families. They might also hold pronoiai in the
neighbourhood and serve in the imperial administration. The
emperors of Nicaea seem O have realized how jmportant it
was to bind this group to the imperial government. During
the period of exile the archontes of Smyrna were described as
the [Jansevastoi oikeiotatoi of the emperor,'** an epithet that is
not easily rendered into English, but indicates their intimacy
with the emperor- On another occasion, they were called
‘most useful imperial men’.124 Smyrna was only a few miles

11 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp- 25 1-2. 14 1bid.

ne.g. Michael Kadianos (ibid., pp: 5% 189); Alexios Kapnos (ibid., p- 189)-
120 1bid., pp- 48-51, 856, 6972, 1924

121 See Oikonomides in REB 22 (1964), 160.

122 §rademiilier, Michael Choniales, P- 147.

123 Miklosich and Miiller IV, PP- 189-90.

124 1bid., p- 55 1l 7-8. :
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from the imperial residence of Nymphaion. The archontes of
other towns and cities may not have been bound sO closely
to the emperor. In 1209 the archontes of Palatia seem tO have
been in the service of the Grand Duke Theodotos Phokas.'*
The exact authority that Phokas exercised over Palatia is not
known. In any €asé the region was still recovering from the
chaos that had accompanied the Latin conquest of Constan-
tinople. As the example of the neighbouring OWI of
Sampson shows,'?¢ at this time towns tended to pass under
the control of the most powerful figure in the neighbour-
hood. As the emperors of Nicaea builtup their administration,
so they were able to assert their control.

At the same ime—and this is much clearer in the Euro-

ean provinces than it is in the Anatolian ones—the towns
and cities maintained a degree of autonomy. This was based
upon the considerable local influence possessed by the
archontes and upon the prestige of the bishop oT metropolitan
of the city. Archontes and bishop did not always work hand
in hand. At the urn of the twelfth century Michael Choniates,
the Archbishop of Athens, denounced the engrossment of
peasant property by the local archontes.'®” A bishop was reé-
sponsible for the welfare of his whole flock. Yet there existed
a community of interest between archontes and bishop. It was
partly based on the bishop’s need for the co-operation 0
the archontes in order to carry out his administrative work;
and it was reinforced by family connections. 1t was usual for
the members of the bishop’s administrason O be drawn
from exactly those families that supplied 2 city with its
archonles. Prominent in the administration of the Metropoli-
tan of Smyrna in the thirteenth century were members of the
Alethinos, Chrysoverges, Kaloeidas, and Kastamonites fami-
lies. These families all possessed estates in the neighbourhood
of Smyrna and had other members with positions in the
imperial administration.” .

The archontes, for their part recognized the bishop’s role
as spokesman for his city and his flock. No single local family

128 {bid. V1, p- 193
126 Gee ibid. IV, 9935 ; Wilson and Darrouzés in REB 26 (1968), 13-15.
12le.g. Michael Choniates, I, P- 311, 11 6-11.

128 See Ahrweiler, ‘smyrne’, PP- 103, 108-14, 170-1.
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had the prestige or estates to compare with those of the bis-
hop. In times of crisis a bishop might be called upon to
organize the defence of his city, as happened to the Arch-
bishop of Athens, Michael Choniates, in the opening years
of the thirteenth century.’® In the more settled conditions
that reigned in Nicaean Asia Minor the bishop still had a
vital part to play in local administration.

His influence derived from his office. His administrative
work stemmed from his ecclesiastical duties. It is hard to
separate the one from the other, but it would be going
beyond the scope of an examination of local government to
treat those aspects of a bishop’s work which relate directly
to the internal organization and discipline of the Church.

Most of what will be said about the position of the bishop
in local government will relate to the metropolis of Smyrna,
since our main documentary source, the Lemviotissa cartu-
lary, contains.a great deal of information about the activities

_of the Metropolitan of Smyrna and his administration. The

monastery of Lemviotissa was situated in the enoria of Man-
taia, which was closely attached to the church of Smyrna and
seems to have been the metropolitan’s special responsibility.
The ecclesiastical officials of Mantaia were almost without
exception mémbers of the metropolitan’s own' administra-
tion.!*® Obviously, the metropolitan’s authority would have
been much less strong in the more distant parts of his pro-
vince; and to this extent the Lemviotissa cartulary may give
a slightly false impression of the metropolitan’s influence in
local government. Against this, it has be to be remembered
that Lemviotissa was an imperial monastery and therefore not
under the direct authority of the metropolitan of Smyrna. In
most of its disputes the monastery first sought the help of
the emperor, but it remains true that many of its disputes
had in the end to be brought before the metropolitan.

The Metropolitan of Smyrna’s relations with the imperial

1% Bon, Le Péloponndse byzantin, pp. 178—4.

3% e.g. Theodore Kallistos, anagnostes and nomikos of the metropolis of Smyrna and
the enoria of Mantaia (Miklosich and Maller IV, pp. 38, 567, 59-60, 61, 77, 79,
88, 119-20, 191~2, 204); John Laodikenos, nomikos of the metropolis of Smyrna and
the enoric Mantaia (ibid., p. 133); John Phokas, anagnostes and nomikos of the
metropolis of Smyrna and the enorie of Mantaia (ibid.,, p. 1384). See Ahrweiler,
‘Smyrne’, p. 115.
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administration oscillated between co-operation and conflict.
We have already seen how John Vatatzes was forced to issue
a chrysobull protecting the personal property of deceased
bishops from the authorities of the theme.!*' The fault did
not lie solely with the imperial administration. On some
occasions it might be necessary to turn to it for protection
against the activities of a bishop. In 1207 Basil Vlatteros
sought the aid of the imperial administration on behalf of
his relatives, the Gounaropoulos family, who, he claimed,
were suffering at the hands of the Metropolitan of Smyrna.!*?
Later, in 1245, the then Duke of Thrakesion, the Butler John
Kantakouzenos, was to receive orders from the emperor to
protect the monastery of Lemviotissa from another Metro-
politan of Smyrna.'*?

Co-operation was perhaps more usual. In 1209 the Grand
Duke, Theodotos Phokas, was unable to examine a dispute
which had been brought before him because he was occupied
elsewhere on imperial business; he therefore delegated the
matter to the Metropolitan of Miletos.'** Sometimes, a
bishop would work alongside the imperial administration. In
1262 Michael Palaiologos instructed the Bishop of Amazon
to assist the Duke of Melanoudion in the examination of a
dispute involving the inhabitants of Sampson.'** In much the
same way, Niketas Kalosinaras, a member of the admini-
stration of the church of Smyrna, and Constantine Kaloktenes,
the Metropolitan’s son, were associated in the judgement
given by the Duke of Thrakesion, John Angelos, in the
Sphournou case.!3¢

The sequel throws further light on the part played by
bishops in local administration. The decision was not re-
spected and the case was taken to the imperial court, where
it was decided that the hamlet of Sphournou should be
divided between the contending parties. The task of dividing

131 Zepos, Ius 1, pp. 486-7; Délger, Reg. 1720.

132 Miklosich and Miiller 1V, pp. 217-18; Délger, Reg. 1676. Cf. Miklosich and
Miiller IV, pp. 185-7.

123 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 189—40; Dolger, Reg. 1785.

134 Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 158-6.

135 Ibid., pp. 212-14; Dolger, Reg. 1912.

136 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 88, 1. 21-2.
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the hamlet was entrusted to the Metropolitan of Smyrna,
who in his turn assigned the task to Niketas Kalosinaras,'*’

In this case the Metropolitan’s administration was respon-
sible for enforcing a decision of the imperial court. But there
is at least one case which was brought before the Metropolitan
of Smyrna, precisely because the parties despaired of a settle-
ment by the imperial administration. It concerned a property
dispute between the monastery of Lemviotissa and a stratiotes
named Varycheir. Two imperial rescripts of the year 1259
failed to settle the matter, and four years later the parties
reopened the case before the Metropolitan of Smyrna, who
succeeded in producing a satisfactory settlement.!*®* The
imperial administration also had the greatest difficulty in set-
tling. another quarrel that the same monastery had, this time
with the inhabitants of Mantaia. The monastery found it
necessary to seek the metropolitan’s confirmation of the
imperial acts issued in connection with this affair.'*

There are other instances of imperial rescripts or various
acts of members of the imperial administration being
brought to a bishop or a metropolitan for confirmation. This
is eloquent testimony of their local prestige. An imperial re-
script of 1221 for the monastery of St. John of Patmos only
survives in a copy authenticated by the Metropolitan of Crete,
Nicholas, who then held the throne of Smyrna (epidoseos
logo).'** Or again, the periorismos of the land which was
handed over to the monastery of Lemviotissa in 1231 from
the imperial estates of Koukoulos was afterwards brought to
the Metropolitan of Smyrna for confirmation.'*!

Private deeds too might be brought to the local bishop
for confirmation and in some instances for registration as
well. In 1212 George Eunouchos bought a field near Palatia
and brought the deed of sale to the Bishop of Miletos to be
confirmed and registered.!4> Bishops did not systematically

131 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 41-3.

138 Ibid., pp. 158~7; Dolger, Reg. 1868, 1874.

139 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 212-18.

140 Ibid. VI, pp. 180-2. Cf. Blemmydes, p. 12, Il. 7-9. For dating, see Ahrweiler,
‘Smyrne’, p. 104.

141 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 144, 1. 18-82. Cf. ibid., p. 291, where an act
made out shortly before 1216 by an imperial official in support of the monastery
of St. Paul in Latmos was confirmed by the Bishop of Miletos.

12 Ibid, VI, p. 158, I 15-18: Cf. ibid. IV, p. 108, IL. 15-18, p. 109, II. 22-82.
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register all documents relating to their diocese, but they did
possess their own archives; and it was certainly not just
copies of their own acts that were kept there. These archives
sometimes proved extremely valuable for local administra-
tion. Inquiries were begun in 1216 by the imperial adminis-
tration into the rights that the Constantinopolitan monas-
tery of Panachrantos'4® had formerly possessed in the
metochion of Pyrgos, which was situated at the mouth of the
river Maiander. The Bishop of Miletos was able to produce
documents belonging to the monastery and thus smoothed
the way for the transfer of the metochion to the monastery of
St. John of Patmos.!44

It should not be forgotten that the notarial organization
came under the control of the local bishop or metropolitan.
We have already seen how he was responsible for appointing
notaries for each district within his diocese from members
of the priesthood.'** The situation within a city was slightly
different. At Smyrna in the thirteenth century both the greater
and the lesser officials of the Metropolitan’s administration
often combined their offices with that of tavoullarios.'*¢ This
was another term for notary, but in this period it seems only
to have been applied to members either of a metropolitan
administration or of the Patriarchal Church.!4” Although the
tavoullarioi of the city of Smyrna were members of the Metro-
politan’s administration, they do not appear to have formed
his regular chancery. His official acts were never drawn up
by members of his administration in their capacity as tavoul-
larioi.’*®* The documents which they drew up in that capacity
all seem to have been private deeds.!*’ At their head was an

193 R, Janin, La Géographie ecclésiastique de I'Empire byzantin, part 1: Le Sidge de Con-
stantinople et le patriarcat oecuménique, vol. 8: Les Eglises et les monastdres, Paris, 1958,
pp- 228-4.

144 Miklosich and Miiller V1, pp. 176-9.

43 See above, p. 262.

146 Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 118-20.

147 e.g. the priest and tavoullarios of the metropolis of Philadelphia, John Sellares
(Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 48); the imperial deacon, ostiarios of the Patriarchal
Church and tavoullarios, Leo Helladas (ibid., p. 80). For the tavoullarioi of the metro-
polis of Smyrna, see Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 118-20.

141 See Miklosich and Miller IV, pp. 41-8, 52-4, 84-5, 11012, 144, 155-7, 189,
258-60.

149 gee ibid., pp. 48-51, 66-9, 69-72, 86-8, 106-9, 152-8, 157-8, 1634, 169-70,
1834, 185-7.
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officer known as the primmikerios of the tavoullarioi.'s® This
is reminiscent of the organization of the guild of tavoullarioi
at Constantinople in the tenth century. It was carefully super-
vised by the imperial administration.'s! In the later Byzantine
period the imperial government stll claimed the right to
appoint the head of the tavoullarioi of a particular city,'s? but
in practice, as the example of Smyrna shows, the notarial
organization in the cities had been annexed to the Metropoli~
tan’s administration.

The possession of an archive and the control of the notarial
organization did not simply mean that the metropolitan or
bishop had a responsibility for the legal wansactions that
occurred within his diocese. They also meant that he pos-
sessed a solid documentary base for his judicial activities. He
was more in touch with local conditions; he had the necess-
ary information upon which to arrive at a verdict; and this
verdict was all the more likely to be respected for being regis-
tered in the archives of his church. The desire that people
showed to have imperial acts authenticated by a bishop or
metropolitan is perhaps indirect proof of this. In addition,
he possessed the sanction of excommunication. This was not
only used as a punishment, but also as a way of testing
evidence.!*? '

In practice, as we have seen, it is difficult to draw a clear-
cut dividing line between ecclesiastical and imperial jurisdic-
tion.!s* It was not just that the imperial administration relied
upon the support of the local bishop when it came to the
settlement of lawsuits. It was also the case that lawsuits begun
in imperial courts might later be transferred to an episcopal
one. Parties appear to have been able to take their disputes
to whichever court they pleased; and there were strong in-
ducements, which have been outlined above, for seeking the
arbitration of the local bishop or metropolitan.

Their influence was increased by the over-all supervision
that they appear to have exercised over the work of local

130 See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, pp. 112, 113, 115, 118-20.

31 See 1. Dujcev (ed.), To émapyixdv PipMov. The Book of the Eparch. Le Livre du
Préfet, London, 1970, pp. 18-22.

132 Sathas VI, pp. 645-6.

133 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 82-8; ibid. VI, pp. 154-5.
34 See above, pp. 51-8.
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courts composed of oikodespotai and other local representa-
tives. In the Poleas case'** judgement was finally given on 15
October 1251 by the oikodespotai of Panaretos. Two days later
it was authenticated by the chartophylax of the church of
Smyrna, who claimed that the judgement had been carried
out by commission of the Metropolitan.'*

Judicial work was often delegated to members of an
episcopal administration. In 1228 the Metropolitan of
Smyrna entrusted judgement in the dispute between the
monastery of Lemviotissa and the Prinovaritai to his megas
sakellarios Constantine Varypates. His decision was then
brought to the Metropolitan for confirmation.!’” The chief
officers of a bishop’s administration normally acted as
assessors of his court; at Smyrna the archontes of the city
might sometimes assist as well.'s8 '

The chief officers of an episcopal administration were
known as the archontes of the Church; and their role was not
dissimilar to that of the archontes of the city. They came from
the same background. At Smyrna they appear as a body wit-
nessing sales and gifts of property. They were present, for
instance, when the prokathemenos of Smyrna, George Mono-
machos, handed over the metochion of St. George Exokastrites
to the monastery of Lemviotissa.'’®

The episcopal archontes were arranged in a hierarchy
modelled on that of the Patriarchal Church.'®® At the head
came the oikonomos, followed at Smyrna by the chartophylax,
the sakellarios, the skeuophylax, the protekdikos, and the sakelliou.
The first four titles were often qualified by the epithet ‘megas’.
Beneath these offices came other minor ones.!$! Each of these
officials had special duties, sometimes administrative and

135 See above, p. 268.

156 Miklosich and Miiller IV, p. 84, Il. 1-7.

157 Ibid., pp. 187-9.

5% Ibid., pp. 55-6, 155-7. The assessors of the metropolitan of Smyrna’s court,
who tried the lawsuit between the monastery of Lemviotissa and the party of the
stratiotes Varycheir in Mar. 1268, were all members of the clergy of Smyrna, with
the exception of Leo Makrenos who came from an important local family (ibid.,
p. 157; Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, p. 146).

%9 Miklosich and Miller 1V, pp. 44-5.

180 See Bréhier, Institutions, pp. 500-~1; Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur, pp.
98-120.

'8! See Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, p. 108, n. 178, p. 111, n. 177, pp. 108-14.
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judicial, sometimes purely liturgical. The oikonomos was re-
sponsible for the financial administration of his Church.!s?
The chartophylax presided over the episcopal court in the
absence of the bishop, looked after the archives, and was also
responsible for internal discipline within the Church.!6

As in any state, there were layers of government at Byzan-
tium. The imperial administration was superimposed on
local institutions and had to take local interests into account
if it was to function effectively. This perhaps helps to explain
why it was that the bishop had such influence in local govern-
ment. He was the acknowledged spokesman of local interests.
He possessed a well-organized administration which could be
turned to most aspects of local government. There was an
understanding with the local nobility. There were of course
instances of conflict between a bishop and the imperial ad-
ministration. The bishop was an important landowner and
had to protect and extend his rights of property. This might
lead to lawsuits in which the imperial administration might
have to intervene.

There was no clash of jurisdiction as such. It seems to have
been accepted that a litigant had the right to choose the court
in which his lawsuit was to be prosecuted. This sometimes pro-
duced uncertainties. Some cases might be heard simultane-
ously in an imperial and an ecclesiastical court.!® Uncertainties
led on occasion to oppression on the part of the imperial
administration. Inquiries, particularly into fiscal matters,
were carried out with considerable brutality.'$® Governors
abused their powers to seize property unjustly and threatened
with violence those, such as Nikephoros Blemmydes, who
protested at their conduct.'®® Nor does the imperial
administration seem to have been entirely successful during
the period of exile in dealing with local violence. Its decisions
were often simply ignored ; and lawsuits over property dragged
on over a long period of time, with accompanying violence
which other landowners often found expedient to foster.
Peasants and townspeople were supported in their lawsuits by

162 Pseudo-Codinus (ed. Bonn), pp. 3—4; Beck, op. cit., pp. 106-7.
163 Beck, op. cit., pp. 109-12.

164 Blemmydes, pp. 81-2.

165 Ibid., pp. 29-81, 84-5, 91-2.

16 Tbid., pp. 16-18.
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-landowners and persons at court,”and there were cases of
maintenance. !¢

Two phases can be detected in this pattern of violence and
oppression. The first was simply the aftermath of the anarchy
that had accompanied the fall of Constantinople; the second
can be seen as the result of the introduction of new land-
owners into western Asia Minor and the great extension of
new rights of property. This represented one aspect of the
Laskarids’ attempt to bring order to the countryside, but it
also brought with it numerous disputes as the new land-
owners tried to extend their rights over peasants and old-
established landowning families alike.

It is possible to detect in this situation many of the weak-
nesses and abuses of Palaiologan government: and these in
turn throw into relief the flaws of the government of the
Nicaean Empire. Its strong features are less easy to see. Yet
compared with the Empire of the Palaiologoi, and, for that
matter, compared with the Empire of the Angeloi, the
Nicaean Empire appeared to contemporaries as a sound
organism; and the very success of the Nicaean Empire seems
to bear out their opinion.

The source of this strength was the conviction that the
Nicaean Empire was the Byzantine Empire recreated in exile
and destined to restore Constantinople as the seat of Empire.
This conviction allowed the mobilization of the resources of
the Nicaean Empire for defence and later conquest. It also
formed a background to the understanding reached by Theo-
dore I Laskaris with local magnates; and this was the first
step towards ending the worst aspects of the prevailing
anarchy. It did not mean that oppression and violence were
entirely eliminated. That would be to misunderstand the nature
of medieval government. It was in the nature of government
to tolerate a considerable degree of local violence, for it had
to take local interests into account and to work through local
institutions. If the example of Smyrna is at all representative,
one of the strengths of Nicaean government in Asia Minor
was that the archontes of the city were brought within the
framework of imperial government.

The strength of the imperial government did not rest on

7 Wilson and Darrouzés in REB 26 (1968), 20, 11. 12-14.
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direct control of all aspects of provincial life and adminis-
tration. This was an impossibility. It depended rather upon
control of the resources of the state. Direct central control
over the tax-raising machinery seems to have been reinforced
during the period of exile. This is one feature of Nicaean
rule; another is the way the emperors of Nicaea were able
to exploit their control over the resources of the state. The
great families were mollified by grants of estates; and the
pronoia system was extended in such a way as to supporta
standing army.

It was exactly in these areas that the imperial admini-
stration appeared at its most efficient. Land and rights were
handed over with commendable speed. The taxation system
and fiscal rights were carefully supervised by commissions
that were sent out by the central government at frequent
intervals. While it remains true that the emperors of Nicaea
reaped the benefits of their control over the resources of the
state, the dangers of their policies only became clear after
1261, when the careful balance that they had achieved
between imperial supervision and the alienation of imperial
rights was lost. Perhaps it was a balance that could never have
been maintained for long. At the local level the imperial ad-
ministration owed much to the work of the archontes. Their
position was to be undermined by the extension of the estates
of members of the court nobility; and as a result the imperial
administration became increasingly less effective. One
example, in particular, vividly illustrates what was happening
in the years after the recovery of Constantinople. In 1275 the
emperor’s cousin, the protosevastos, protovestiarios, and Grand
Domestic, Michael Tarchaneiotes, compelled George
Kaloeidas, the prokathemenos of Smyrna and a member of one
of the most distinguished of Smyrniot familes, to surrender
to him one of the family’s most valuable estates.!6®

168 Miklosich and Miiller IV, pp. 102-8. For the dating of the document in ques-
tion, see Ahrweiler, ‘Smyrne’, p. 120.

XIII

THE EUROPEAN PROVINCES OF THE
NICAEAN EMPIRE

Apart from the reconquest of Constantinople, the major
political achievement of the emperors of Nicaea was their
conquest of Thrace and Macedonia. The initial conquest of
both Thrace and Macedonia was achieved with surprising
ease. In 1235 John Vatatzes was able to occupy the Gallipoli
peninsula and southern Thrace as far west as the river
Maritsa, under the terms of the treaty which he had concluded
with the Bulgarian Tsar John II Asen.! Soon afterwards the
strategic fortress of Tzouroulon on the main road from Con-
itantmople to Adrianople? fell into Nicaean hands.’ The
important cities of northern Thrace, such as Adrianople

Didymoteichos, and- Vizye, probably passed under Nicaean
conn:ol at about the same time.* The Latins of Con-
stantinople were able, probably in the year 1240, to
recover Tzouroulon and Vizye.® These were not restc,)red
to the Nicaean Empire until 1247.5 Nicaean rule in Thrace
was now secure. The Latins only held a few places in the
neighbourhood of Constantinople, such as Aphameia and
Selymvria.’

. The unsuccessful Nicaean expedition against Thessalonica
in 1242 at least secured the Aegean coastlands as far as the
mouth of the river Strymo'n.‘ Then, in the autumn of 1246

thn Vatatzes seized Macedonia from the Bulgarians; and ir;
November of that year a plot engineered by some of the lead-

;.;\crogolites I, p. 51, 1l. 18-18; Gregoras I, p. 80, 1l. 7-12.
ee C. J. Jirecek, Die Heerst } ] &
bragec, 13‘; 7_’] e strasse von Belgrad nach Constantinopel und die Balkanpisse,
* Acropolites I, p. 55, ll. 14-16.
41bid., p. 54, Il 14—15.
*Ibid., p. 58, pp. 18-20.
¢Ibid., p. 85, 1. 1-24; D. 1. Polemis, ‘A Manuscri
e s ) ;DI , cript N y
tinische Forschungen, 1 (1966), 269-76. 1t Note of the Year 1247, Bran-
? Pachymeres 1, p. 110, II. 5-10.
¥ Acropolites 1, pp. 65-6. Cf. Délger, Reg. 1775.
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ing citizens of Thessalonica allowed him to enter that city
unopposed.®

The frontiers of these new conquests were reasonably well
defined. The Nicaeans controlled the Rhodope mountains
and the passes across them through their fortresses of
Tzepaina and Stenimachos; and the upper course of the river
Maritsa was established as the official boundary between the
Nicaean Empire and the Bulgarian territories. Though lying
on the southern bank of this river, the city of Philippopolis
was not surrendered to the Nicaeans by the Bulgarians.
Further west the Nicaeans controlled the valley of the river
Strymon as far north as the fortress of Velbuzd (Velevous-
dion) and the valley of the river Vardar as far north as
Skoplje, where the frontiers of the Nicaean Empire marched
with those of the kingdom of Serbia.!® In the mountains to
the west of the Vardar valley lay the Epirot outposts of
Kastoria, Pelagonia, Ohrid, Prilep, and probably Veles. Closer
to Thessalonica the fortress of Edessa (Vodena) remained in
the hands of the former emperor of Thessalonica, Theodore
Angelos.!!

All these places were to fall to the Nicaeans in 1252 when
they mounted a campaign against Epiros, ostensibly in order
to forestall an Epirot attack on their territories in Europe.
At the same time, the chieftain who ruled Alvanon, the core
of the Albanian lands, was persuaded to change his allegiance
from the ruler of Epiros to the emperor of Nicaea.'?

These conquests appeared to offer further protection to the
Nicaean territories in Europe. Control of the Vardar valley
was no longer threatened by the Greeks of Epiros. Yet the
Nicaean grip on its European territories was not as firm as
it appeared. There were only small Nicaean garrisons in the
key fortresses; their fortifications had been neglected; and the
garrison troops were discontented because of the excessive
length of their service.'® In eastern Macedonia perhaps the
majority of people were Bulgarians. They welcomed the Bul-

? Acropolites I, pp. 79-83.

19 1bid., p. 78, Il 14ff.; Theodore Lascaris, p. 281, 1. 68-78.

1 Acropolites I, p. 84, 1. 16-22.

12 [hid., pp. 89-92; Dolger, Reg. 1806; A. Ducellier, ‘L’Arbanon et les Albanais
au Xle siecle’, Travaux et Mémoires, 3 (1968), 367-8.

13 Acropolites I, p. 108, 1l. 4-15.
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282 THE PROVINCIAL ADMINISTRATION

garian invasion that followed news of John Vatatzes’s death
late in 1254 ; very quickly the Bulgarians were able to regain
control of the Rhodope region. They even seized a fortress
in the neighbourhood of Adrianople.'* The new emperor
Theodore II Laskaris fought two long and hard campaigns
against the Bulgarians before a peace treaty was negotiated
in the summer of 1256. By it the boundaries which had
existed in his father’s reign were restored.'*

He then extorted the surrender of the city of Dyrrhachion
and the fortress of Servia from Michael Angelos, the des-
pot of Epiros, as the price of the marriage of the despot’s
son to his daughter.!® Before he could take possession
of these important places—Dyrrhachion was the chief city of
the Albanian coast; Servia, to the north-west of Mount
Olympos, blocked any Nicaean advance southwards into
Thessaly—news that Michael Palaiologos had fled to the Sel-
jugs forced him to return to Anatolia.'” The task was
entrusted to the Grand Logothete George Akropolites.!® He
was faced almost immediately with an Epirot invasion; many
of the Nicaean commanders went over to Michael Angelos;
and he himself was captured.'® The Nicaean hold on western
Macedonia was to remain extremely precarious until the
autumn of 1259 when the usurper Michael Palaiologos sent
his brother, the sevastokrator John Palaiologos, with the bulk
of the Nicaean field army to Macedonia. The Epirots and
their Frankish allies were completely defeated by the Nicaeans
at the battle of Pelagonia. Nicaean armies advanced as far
as the Epirot capital of Arta; and the principality of Thessaly
recognized Nicaean suzerainty. The Albanian lands, too,
returned to the Nicaean allegiance.?® The Nicaean conquests
in Thrace and Macedonia were finally secured. Few additions
were to be made to them despite the great efforts mounted
after 1261. This is in itself a measure of the Nicaean achieve-

ment.

'+ Akropolites, p. 108, 11 19-20.

1 1bid., p. 127, Il. 12-16; Theodore Lascaris, pp. 279-82; Délger, Reg. 1888,

1§ Acropolites I, pp. 182-8.

' Ibid., pp. 184-5; Gregoras I, p. 57, 1. 19-21.

¥ Acropolites I, p. 189, 1. 18-14.

¥ Ibid., pp. 140-8, 149-50.

20 1bid., pp. 165-72; Pachymeres I, pp. 81-6, 106-7; Gregoras I, pp. 71-5. See
Geanakoplos, Michael Palaeologus, pp. 47-74.
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The European provinces of the Nicaean Empire were of
a considerable extent, not much smaller than its Anatolian
provinces. They contained a number of the greatest cities of
the Byzantine Empire, including Thessalonica, its second
city. There was much good farming land. Thrace was a large
exporter of corn in the late thirteenth century.?! The river
valleys and coastal plains of Macedonia formed a region that
was well adapted to Mediterranean agriculture with its com-
bination of arable and pasture farming with the tending of
vineyards and olive groves. The mountains of the northern

‘frontier were rich in gold and silver, but this mineral wealth

does not appear to have been exploited on any scale in the
thirteenth century.??

It is not at all certain that these potentially rich conquests
brought any new strength to the Nicaean Empire. Any bene-
fits that might have accrued from them must have been
outweighed by the great cost of holding down these terri-
tories. They ought to have provided the Empire with a valu-
able new recruiting ground for its army. The future Grand
Logothete George Akropolites witnessed the ceremony by
which the inhabitants of Melnik surrendered their city to
John Vatatzes in the autumn of 1246. The notables of the
city numbered above five hundred. Akropolites was so
impressed by them that he exclaimed how valuable an addi-
tion they would make to the Nicaean forces.?* A force was
indeed raised from Melnik, but it proved unreliable, desert-
ing in the winter of 1254-5 to the Bulgarians.?* The town
of Veles went over to the Bulgarians at the same time. It was
besieged in the summer of 1255 by Theodore II Laskaris.
The inhabitants of the town agreed to surrender on condition
that they were allowed to leave it with the full honours of war.
The emperor accepted their proposals, but soon regretted his
decision, when he saw them, about five hundred strong,
marching out to join the Bulgarians.?* John Vatatzes was able
to settle a large body of Koumans in Thrace and Macedonia;

2 Bratianu, Le Commerce génois, pp. 119-20.

22See D. Kovatevié, ‘Dans la Serbie et la Bosnie mediévales: les mines d’or et
d’argent’, Annales. Economzes Sociétés, Civilisations, 15 (1960), 248-58 ; Sp. Vryonis, ‘The
Question of the Byzantine Mines’, Speculum, 87 (1962), 18—15.

2 Acropolites 1, pp. 77-8.

2 Ibid., pp. 114-15. % Ibid., p. 118, Il 7-9.
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these certainly played a prominent part in the Nicaean
armies, but at times they were unreliable too. At the end of
1255 they deserted to the Bulgarians.? Even as late as 1260
Michael Palaiologos had to make a detour to Adrianople
where a rebellion was brewing.?’

The turbulence of the European provinces of the Nicaean
Empire can be explained by their past history. The emperors
of Nicaea were the heirs of more than half a century of politi-
cal instability. Macedonia and Thrace had been the scene of

the wars between Byzantium and the emerging Bulgarian state_

at the end of the twelfth century. After the fall of Constan-
tinople to the Latins these regions were disputed between the
Bulgarians, the Latins, and the Greeks of Epiros. In the late
1220s they were briefly united under the rule of Theodore
Angelos, the Epirot leader, who had made himself emperor
at Thessalonica. He was defeated in 1230 by the Bulgarians,
who annexed the whole of Macedonia with the exception of
Thessalonica and the surrounding region.

This political instability was reinforced and possibly in part
caused by population movements within the Balkans. By the
mid-eleventh century the Vlachs and the Albanidns, after cen-
turies of obscurity, had begun to re-emerge and to press down
from the mountains to the plains.?® Less than a century later,
the Koumans were crossing the Danube in very large
numbers and began to settle in the Balkans. They caused con-
siderable destruction and transferred their nomadic way of
life to the plains of Thrace.?® The Vlachs too were nomads;
and in certain areas the appearance of these pastoralists must
have had serious results for agriculture. It is about this time
that Thessaly, which is very well suited to arable farming,
began to be known as Great Vlachia.3°

Just as disturbing were the effects of war. The wars of the
Bulgarian ruler Kalojan in the early thirteenth century

6 Acropolites I, pp. 125-6.

27 pachymeres I, pp. 125-6.

2 See P. Charanis, ‘Observations on the Demography of the Byzantine Empire’,
Thirteenth International Congress of Byxantine Studies: Main Papers XIV, pp. 15-17; Wolff
in Speculum, 24 (1949), 180-90, 198-201, 208—6; Ducellier in Travaux et Mémoires,
3 (1968), 353-68.

2 Nicetas Choniates, pp. 561-2, 691-2; Acropolites I, pp. 58—4, esp. p. 54, 1l 1-2.

3¢ Nicetas Choniates, p. 841, lI. 14-15; Acropolites I, p. 61, 1l. 25-6.
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against the Latins of Constantinople for the control of Thrace
took on the aspect of slave-raiding expeditions.’! It must
have been about this time that some of the Greeks of Philip-
popolis emigrated to the greater safety of Melnik.3?

The instability of society was reflected in the fragmentation of
political power. By the late twelfth century various men had
established themselves as independent rulers in Macedonia.
The Vlach chieftain, Dobromir Chrysos, who set up a princi-
pality centred on Prosek in the Vardar valley, is one example.
In the 1220s another chieftain, called Sthlavos, ruled the
Rhodope region from Melnik; he was able to play off against
each other the Bulgarians, Latins, and Greeks of Thessalonica.?*

Successive conquerors of Thrace and Macedonia attempted
to establish some degree of central authority over these
regions. Theodore Angelos set about restoring a provincial
administration. The themes that had existed before 1204
were resuscitated ; governors were appointed and tax collec-
tors were sent out. His authority and that of his successors
seems to have been very effective close to the capital of Thes-
salonica. No fewer than four governors of the theme of
neighbouring Verroia are attested in ten years. This suggests
that the rulers of Thessalonica were able to limit the term
of office of the governor of this theme to a single year.** How
far Theodore Angelos’s administrative reorganization sur-
vived the Bulgarian conquest of Thrace and Macedonia in
1230 is difficult to say. The Bulgarian Tsar John Asen was
content to rule much of his new territory indirectly and to
keep the apparatus of administration to a minimum. He sent
out commanders to the fortresses of the region and
appointed tax-collectors.?

After his death in 1241 the authority of the Bulgarian
rulers in Macedonia became weaker; and the fortress com-
manders must have become virtually independent. This lack

3 Villehardouin, pp. 2045, 212-18, 226-7, 228~385, 258-9, 260-3.

3 Acropolites 1, p. 76, Il. 11-20. Cf. Nicetas Choniates, pp. 829-30.

% Nicetas Choniates, pp. 648—4, 665-6.

3 Acropolites I, pp. 38-9.

3 See D. Angelov, ‘K voprosu o praviteljakh fem v epirskom despotate i nikejskoj
imperii’, BS 12 (1951), 60-4, 71-4; D. M. Nicol, The Despotate of Epiros, Oxford,
1957, pp. 66-8; D. A. Zakythinos, Despotat 11, p. 49.

3¢ Acropolites I, p. 48, 1l 7-8.
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of effective central authority meant that changes in govern-
ment and society were more pronounced in Macedonia than
they were in Anatolia. The Epirot aristocracy possessed great
estates and enjoyed immunities at least on the scale of their
counterparts in Anatolia,?” but they appear to have possessed
much greater political power at the local level. The desertion
of Theodore Petraliphas, the brother-in-law of the Despot of
Epiros, Michael Angelos, to the Nicaean side in 1252 has
already been mentioned. One result of this was that the city
of Kastoria and the whole of the surrounding region passed
under Nicaean rule.®

In other ways, too, ‘feudalizing’ tendencies went a great
deal further in Macedonia and Epiros than they did in Ana-
tolia. The form these took may appear rather strange when
compared with the patterns of society that existed in western
Europe; for they are most clearly seen in the towns and for-
tresses of the region. In the course of the thirteenth century
these acquired a considerable degree of autonomy. They were
not particularly flourishing centres of commerce. Some suf-
fered in the wars of the period. The town of Serres was
reduced to little more than a village as a result of its capture
in 1280 by the Bulgarian Tsar John Asen.*® Thessalonica was
cut off from its hinterland for long periods during the first
half of the thirteenth century; and it is to be doubted whether
on the eve of the Nicaean conquest it was very prosperous.

In the general insecurity of the times the towns served as
refuges for the people of the surrounding countryside; they
.became essentially fortresses. They were dominated not by
merchants, but by their archontes. George Akropolites divided
the representatives of the town of Melnik into three groups.
Beneath the archontes came those enrolled in the army and
then a group whom he describes as the ‘better sort’. These
would have been the equivalent of the oikodespotai that
one meets in the villages and towns of Anatolia at this
time.*® The structure of society at Thessalonica must have

31 See Dolger, Schatzkammem, No. 83; Actes de Xeropotamou, No. 8; Miklosich and
Miller IV, pp. 845-9; Nicol, Despotate of Epiros, pp. 215-16.

3 Acropolites 1, pp. 90-1. » Ibid., p. 74, 1l. 19-28.

4 1bid., p. 77, ll. 16-22, See E. Francds, ‘La Féodalité et les villes byzantines

au XllIe et au XIVe sidcles’, BS 16 (1955), 76-96; E. Kirsten, ‘Die byzantinischen
Stadt’, Berichte zum XI. internationalen Byzantinisten-Kongress, Munich, 1958, pp. 85—46.
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been slightly different. The conspirators who surrendered
the city to John Vatatzes in November 1246 were divided
into two groups. One seems to have been drawn from the
aristocracy of the Angelos court; the other from notables of
the city.*!

When the Latin Emperor Baldwin entered Thessalonica in
1204, he confirmed the privileges of the city;*? the price that
John Vatatzes had to pay in 1246 for its surrender was to
issue a chrysobull confirming the customs and rights of the
city and guaranteeing its freedom.** He had earlier issued
similar chrysobulls to other towns and cities in Macedonia
that had surrendered to him. The possession of privileges
appears to mark off the towns and cities of Macedonia from
those in Anatolia, and points to the greater autonomy
enjoyed by the nobility in the European provinces. The towns
became the preserve of aristocratic privilege.

In content the chrysobulls that John Vatatzes issued to
Thessalonica and to other cities in Macedonia must have been
similar to that which he granted in 1252 to the town of Kroai
in Albania. By it the citizens’ property both inside and out-
side the town was to be free of all taxation.**

As the price of a swift conquest, John Vatatzes was forced
to come to terms with local autonomy. Not only did he

confirm the privileges of the towns and cities that surrendered

to him, but those officials and notables that came over to
the Nicaean side were handsomely rewarded and often taken
into Nicaean service. Dragotas, the Bulgarian governor of
Serres, surrendered the town to John Vatatzes. He was re-
warded with a large gift of money and a golden cloak and
was also made commander of the army of Melnik.4* The
conspirators of Thessalonica, too, were rewarded by John

4! Acropolites I, pp. 79-80.

4 Villehardouin, pp. 88-9.

43 Acropolites I, p. 80, 1l. 1-8.

“ Délger, Reg. 1810. Compare the privileges granted by Michael VIII Palaiologos
and his son Andronikos II Palaiologos to the city of Monemvasia in the Pelopon-
nese. The citizens, as a body, were to enjoy complete immunity and freedom from
taxation for their hereditary property and were to be free from the payment of cus-
toms duties on transactions that took place within the city (Zepos, Jus I, pp. 513-15;
Miklosich and Miiller V, pp. 154-5; Délger, Reg. 1897, 2102).

s Acropolites 1, pp. 745, 114—15.
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Vatatzes with money and, as we know, were taken into
Nicaean service.*¢

The recognition of local privileges and the integration of
local armies, such as that of Melnik, into the Nicaean forces
introduced an element of instability into the Nicaean admin-
istration of Macedonia. We have already seen how the towns
and fortresses of eastern Macedonia almost all went over to
the Bulgarians on the death of John Vatatzes and those of
western Macedonia to the Epirots at the end of Theodore
II Laskaris’s reign.

It was difficult to disguise the fact that the Nicaean con-
quest meant a military occupation. After the campaigning
season had ended, it was usual to leave some detachments
of the Nicaean field army behind in Europe. These were
quartered at strategic points in Thrace and Macedonia, for
example at Edessa (Vodena),*” Serres,*® and Didymo-
teichos ;* and their commanders were probably given admini-
strative powers over the surrounding district.’® In addition,
the chief fortresses were given Nicaean garrisons and com-
manders. At Melnik the garrison appears to have been quite
distinct from the local army.’! At the same time, the
emperors of Nicaea were beginning to restore a regular ad-
ministration in Macedonia. These aspects of Nicaean rule
hardly squared with its apparent toleration of local liber-
ties, which must have become increasingly circumscribed as
the re-establishment of an administration progressed. This
must have been a cause of considerable resentment.

No very clear picture of administration in the Empire’s
European territories emerges. Virtually nothing is known
about how Thrace was organized. Didymoteichos rather than
Adrianople appears to have been the administrative centre.
More is known about the administration of Macedonia. It
is a confusing picture. This may be because it derives from
the narrative of George Akropolites’s history; and there are

* Acropolites 1, p. 79-80. See above, pp. 175-6.

47 Ibid., p. 92, II. 19-24.

“1bid., p. 114, IL. 2-6.

# Ibid., p. 128, IL. 8-7, 18-19.

% Ibid. ; Pachymeres I, p. 21, Il. 11-12.

1 Acropolites I, pp. 114=15.

3 1bid., p. 128, Il 34, 24-6. See Zakythinos, Despotat, 11, p. 54.
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virtually no documentary sources which might have made the -

picture more precise. Perhaps it is much more because the
restoration of the administration was still going ahead and
was not completed until after 1261, when a series of fiscal
surveys were carried out.®

In the absence of the emperor, the Nicaean territories in
Macedonia were placed under a viceroy who had his seat at
Thessalonica. After the conquest of Thessalonica in 1246
John Vatatzes, as we know, left the Grand Domestic
Andronikos Palaiologos behind as viceroy. He died soon
afterwards and was succeeded by Theodore Philes.* The
Grand Logothete George Akropolites is the next recorded
viceroy; he was appointed to the position in the autumn of
1256. The emperor conferred (yeiporovijoac) on him the title
of praitor,* which may have been the official title of the
viceroy of Thessalonica.**

Before departing for Anatolia Theodore II Laskaris
appointed governors for Thessalonica and other key points
in western Macedonia. These were then placed under Akro-
polites’s authority. As’viceroy, he had very wide powers; he
could appoint and dismiss the governors of provinces, mili-
tary commanders, tax-collectors, and local administrators
(energountes).®” He had his own staff and an armed retinue.?®

His first months as viceroy were spent travelling through
western Macedonia and Albania. He dispatched much ad-
ministrative business on the way, meeting tax-collectors, the
governors of towns, and the commanders of the local military
contingents.® He was travelling in the worst months of the
year. He left Verroia in December 1256 and reached Prilep

$3See G. Rouillard, ‘Recensements de terres sous les premiers Paléologues’, B 12
(1987), 105—6. The orphanotrophos Edessenos was responsible for carrying out an exisosis
in the chora and castle of Voleron, the city of Serres together with Melnik and Stry-
mon, and the theme of Thessalonica and Verroia. It has been argued that this survey
dates from soon after the Nicaean conquest of Thessalonica (see P. Lemerle, Philippes
et la Macédoine orientale & ’époque chrétienne ‘et byrantire, Paris, 1945, pp. 222-8). This
seems to be mistaken, since the official in question was active in the fourteenth
century (see Dolger, Schatzhammer, pp. 172, 202).

# Acropolites I, pp. 83—4.

% Ibid., p. 189, IL. 14-15.

%6 Cf. Theodore Lascaris, p. 254, 1. 105.

57 Acropolites I, p. 142, Il. 12-15.

% Ibid., p. 148, IL 1-2.
% Ibid., pp. 139—40.
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at the end of February, having secured possession of the for-
tress of Servia and the city of Dyrrhachion on the way.5

The news that the governor of Alvanon intended to go over
to the despot of Epiros forced Akropolites to take measures
for the defence of western Macedonia. The governor of Thes-
salonica, Michael Laskaris, a great-uncle of the emperor, was
summoned to meet him at Pelagonia where they would take
counsel together. The skouterios Xyleas, who was governor of
Prilep, was also to be present at their meeting. It was decided
that Laskaris and Xyleas should concentrate their forces at
Pelagonia, while Akropolites went on to Ohrid to settle mat-
ters in Alvanon.$!

Akropolites’s measures did not meet with much success.
The Albanians were in full revolt; the new governor of
Alvanon was besieged in Ohrid. The skouterios Xyleas disre-
garded his orders and rashly attacked the forces of the des-
pot’s ally, the ruler of Serbia; he was captured and his army
dispersed. Akropolites himself was blockaded in the fortress
of Prilep by the forces of the despot. The siege was lifted
briefly by the troops of Michael Laskatis and Michael Palaio-
logos who had been sent to Macedonia in an attempt to
restore the situation. They were soon forced to retreat in the
face of the Epirot forces. Akropolites held out a little longer;
he then surrendered on the understanding that he would be
allowed to depart with the full honours of war, but he was
nevertheless thrown into an Epirot prison.®?

Akropolites’s activities appear to give a good impression
of the powers that a viceroy possessed and the work that he
was expected to undertake, but a rather poor one of the
structure of the administration over which he presided. The
administrative divisions of the Nicaean territories in Europe,
for example, are not known with any certainty. It seems
probable that the divisions which are found after 1261 were
established in the course of the Nicaean period. The existence
of the themes of Thessalonica®® and of Strymon®* is attested
towards the end of the period of exile. Before 1204 they had

% Ibid.

¢ Ibid., pp. 140-2.

2 Ibid., pp. 142-3.

¢ F. Dolger, PARASPORA, p. 436, 1l. 12-18.
¢ Dolger, Reg. 1866.
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formed a single province,® togethler with the district of
Voleron, a district that stretched along the Aegean coast from
the mouth of the Strymon to the mouth of the Maritsa. Their
division appears to have gone back to the Nicaean conquest.
Voleron was annexed in 1242,%¢ before the other Nicaean con-
quests in Macedonia had been made; and in 1246 the viceroy
Andronikos Palaiologos was left as governor of Thessalonica,
while his son Michael Palaiologos was made governor of
Serres and Melnik, which were the chief places of the theme
of Strymon.¢’ . .

On the western and northern frontiers of the Empire the
administrative divisions were very small, comprising no more
than a town and the surrounding countryside. In the far
north the theme of Skoplje is recorded in 1256.5 It is prob-
able that other towns for which Nicaean governors are
attested, such as Ohrid, Prilep, and Veles, continued to form
the centres of separate provinces as they had done in the late
twelfth century.®® -

The Nicaean governors in Europe almost all held positions
at court. Xyleas, the governor of Prilep, held the office of
skouterios or shield-bearer™ and was held in high regard by
Theodore II Laskaris.” Theodore Kalampakes, who was
appointed governor of Veles in 1256, was tatas of the court.”
Isaac Nestongos, governor first of Alvanon and then of
Ohrid, held the office of steward.” He, together with Michael
Laskaris and Michael Palaiologos, who also served as gover-
nors in Europe, came from among the greatest of the
Nicaean families. At a lower level of the administration there
were no doubt many officials who came from local families,
but this was only exceptionally the case at a higher level. Con-

65 Tafel and Thomas I, p. 264, Il. 1-2.

6 Cf. Acropolites I, pp. 65-6.

¢ Ibid., pp. 83—4.

6 Theodore Lascaris, p. 281.

¢ See Tafel and Thomas I, pp. 2569-62, 486—7. .

" See Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 188, 1. 11-20, p. 196, ll. 14-17. He also bore the
emperor’s divellion or rod of authority.

"t Acropolites I, pp. 139ff. - ]

721bid., p. 189, Il. 10-11. The functions of this position are not certainly known.

There seems to be some doubt about the accepted opinion that the holder of this
office was the crown prince’s tutor {see Andreeva, Oderki, pp. 41-2).
3 Acropolites I, pp. 142-8.
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stantine Chavaron, who was appointed governor of Alvanon
in 1256, belonged, it is true, to a family established in the
carly twelfth century fiear Thebes.” He himself appears to
have come from Alvanon,’ but he had been brought up
at the Nicaean court with Michael Palaiologos.” Xyleas
was obviously one of Theodore II Laskaris’s new men; and
George Akropolites hints that he was not of Nicaean origin.”®

The Nicaean governors in Europe were essentially military
governors. As governor of Prilep, Xyleas had a large force
under his command.” Michael Laskaris, the governor of
Thessalonica in the latter part of Theodore II Laskaris’s
reign, was given a force of Paphlagonians and 300 Kou-
mans.® It may have been the usual practice to give a provin-
cial governor in Europe troops from the field army, as these
must have been, but when Michael Palaiologos was appointed
governor of Dyrrhachion in 1257* he raised his troops from
Macedonia.®?

The title given to a Nicaean governor in Europe is not
known for certain. George Akropolites normally writes that
such and such a person had been placed in charge (eic
gulaxifv) of a particular fortress or district.®® This might sug-
gest that in many cases these Nicaean governors were simply
kastrophylakes,® but it seems much more likely that these local
governors ought to be identified with the kephalai who played
such a vital role in local administration after 1261.% A kephale
of the island of Cos is recorded in 1258;% and in 1266 the

™ Acropolites I, p. 189, I 11-12.

% See Svoronos, Le Cadastre de Thabes, p- 72.

" Theodore Lascaris, p- 250, 1l. 8-11.

" Acropolites 1, p. 164, IL. 17-19.

™ Ibid., p. 141, Il. 14-18.

" Ibid., pp. 141-2.

 Ibid., p. 189, 1l 5-7.

*! Pachymeres I, p. 26, II. 14-16.

2 Acropolites I, p. 145, 1I. 2-5.

¥ Ibid, p. 51, Il. 19-21, p. 58, Il 18-20, p. 84, Il. 14, p. 115, IL. 5-8, p. 119,
1. 18-15, p- 128, ll. 4-19, p. 139, 1. 2-14, p- 148, 1. 2-8.

** e.g. George Akropolites appointed the Steward Isaac Nestongos €lc pvAaxiy tod
kdotpov of Ohrid (Acropolites I, p. 143, Il. 2-8).

** See Heisenberg, ‘Palaiologenzeit’, pp. 68-70; E. Stein, ‘Untersuchungen zur
spdtbyzantinischen ~ Verfassungs- und ~ Wirtschaftsgeschichre’, Mitteilungen  zur
Osmanischen Geschichte, 2 (1928-6), 21-2; Zakythinos, Despotat 11, pp. 64-71,

% Miklosich and Miiller VI, pp. 186-7.
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Sevastokrator Constantine Tornikes appears as kephale of the
theme of Thessalonica.®” It seems safe to infer that the post
of kephale existed in Thrace and Macedonia during the
Nicaean period.

The creation of this post fits the conditions of the Nicaean
conquest admirably. Kephale, as a general term, was often
used in the late Byzantine period to denote a military com-
mander.®® We have already seen how the commanders of
contingents of the Nicaean field army might act as mili-
tary governors of towns and fortresses in Thrace and Mace-
donia.*®

The duties that the kephale had to perform were not very
different from those undertaken by the duke of a theme. For
a time, the two offices continued to exist side by side; and
there is at least one instance where a provincial governor
combined the two offices.?® Is this simply a question of a
changing titulature? Or does the creation of the post of
kephale mark a new stage in Byzantine provincial admini-
stration ?

Its origins were similar to those of other provincial gover-
nors who are met with in the course of Byzantine history.
Like the strategos or the duke, the kephale was a military com-
mander who acquired administrative duties. A well-integrated
provincial administration was to be built around the offices of
strategos and the duke, but this was not to be the case with the
kephale; it is in this way that the creation of this post marks
a new stage. Provincial government was too fragmented, both
in terms of geography and in terms of organization. Instead
of a provincial governor with over-all responsibility for the
administration of a region, there was a large number of
local governors, who were each responsible to the emperor
and whose relationship to one another was not at all well
defined. In other words, a clear-cut chain of command was
lacking.

This was the legacy of the conditions of the Nicaean con-

% Dolger, Schatzkammern, No. 34.

% Acropolites I, p. 126, ll. 12-18; Pseudo-Kodinos, p. 167, IL. 16, 19, p- 175,
! 'E,Slei above, pp. 189-90.

*i.e. John Tornikes, governor of the theme of Thrakesion in 1268 (see Ahrweiler,
‘Smyrne’, p. 149).
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quest. Normally either the emperor or his viceroy would have
been on the spot to co-ordinate the provincial admini-
stration. After the recovery of Constantinople this was hardly
ever the case. The solution to this problem was to be found
in the fourteenth century in the creation of apanages for
princes of the imperial house.

The general direction of change in the administrative struc-
ture of the Empire also contributed to the weakness of pro-
vincial administration after the recovery of Constantinople.
It was difficult for a provincial administration to develop
around the post of kephale, for the simple reason that so
much local administration had been entrusted to agents of
the central administration. A great deal of routine admini-
stration was carried out by commissions of apographeis; tax-
raising too was taken out of the control of the provincial
authoritdes and was carried out by agents of the central
government. The work of the kephale was limited to the main-
tenance of law and order and local defence.®* His authority
was circumscribed still further by the presence of other local
officials, such as the Aastrophylakes and prokathemenoi. These
were appointed by the emperor and were directly responsible
to him; they were not clearly under the authority of the
kephale.

At first sight, -it might seem that these changes would have
strengthened the administrative structure of the state and
would have enhanced central authority. In reality, they were
counter-productive. They emphasized the gap that existed
between the provinces and the capital. This must have
increased local resentment of the imperial administration.
The agents of the central government would not have had
any strong local administration to help them in their work.
At the same time, the disappearance of an effective local ad-
ministration would have allowed the growth of local privi-
leges, whether municipal or aristocratic. Exercise of central
authority would come to depend more and more upon the
recognition of these local privileges; and the holders of these
privileges would in turn come to supplant the local admini-
stration. The foundations of the administrative system were
indeed being eaten away. There was véry little to support the

91 Sathas VI, pp. 642-3.
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weight of the central administration, except a sentimental
attachment on the part of the provinces to the imperial court
and the imperial office. '

One of the causes of the weakness of the Empire of the
Palaiologoi was that a sound provincial administration was
never established in Thrace and Macedonia. The combination
of increased centralization and growing local privilege made
this impossible. Nicaean administration was much more
strongly based in Anatolia. The reforms of the emperors of
the House of Komnenos were carried through; and this gave
to the Nicaean Empire a sufficientdy strong foundation for
its mission to restore the Empire to Constantinople. In prac-
tical terms, it allowed the emperors of Nicaea to conquer and
hold down Thrace and Macedonia, a task that had defeated
so many other rulers in the first half of the thirteenth century.
At the same time there must have been weaknesses, since the
Anatolian provinces were to all intents and purposes lost to
the Empire scarcely half a century after the recovery of Con-
stantinople. The cohesion of society and the soundness of the
provincial administration were undermined by the growing
power of the great families. Their estates were extended at
the expense of the local landowning families who had contri-
buted so much to provincial administration during the per-
iod of exile. These are developments that only become clear
after 1261, when imperial authority became more distant with
the return to Constantinople, but their roots go back to an
acceptance by the emperors of Nicaea that the aristocracy had
a right to dominate society. In the short term, this gave the
state much greater cohesion, but it raised a problem that
was at the heart of Theodore II Laskaris’s struggle with
elements among the aristocracy: did domination of society
mean that the aristocracy was also to dominate the govern-
ment?

Certain features of Nicaean government seemed to point
in this direction. The development of the judicial and con-
sultative functions of the imperial court seemed to indicate
that the part played by the aristocracy in government might
be given a constitutional form. Theodore II Laskaris’s
musings over the nature of friendship at least show that
he was aware of this problem and that he felt the need to
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justify imperial autocracy. But in all sections of society a senti-
mental reverence for the imperial office went so deep that it
was impossible to give constitutional recognition to a develop-
ment that was circumscribing imperial autocracy. This was the
dilemma of the later Byzantine Empire. Imperial autocracy
was more or less a fiction, but it was difficult to recognize this
fact and for good reasons even more difficult to replace it with
a different form of government.

The Byzantine Empire was after all built round the im-
perial office. The theory of imperial autocracy had hardly
changed since the reign of Justinian; even since the time of
Constantine the Great. This continuity was one of the
strengths of the Empire. It preserved the unity of the Empire
through centuries that saw great changes both in its internal
structure and its external situation. After the catastrophe of
1204 the imperial office proved a strong enough institution
around which to rebuild the Empire in exile at Nicaea. The
Emperors of Nicaea were able to win the loyalty of the
people of western Asia Minor and to harness its resources.
A nucleus was created capable of restoring the integrity of
the Byzantine Empire.

The limitations of this restoration only became clear once
the seat of empire had returned to Constantinople. The
imperial office was less and less able to give effective unity
to the Empire. Imperial authority became weaker. This was
not because the emperors did not possess an administration,
but because power in the provinces came to lie with the great
landowners. As a result the imperial administration became
increasingly irrelevant and imperial authority increasingly
illusory.

At least one Nicaean minister foresaw the dangers which the
return of the seat of Empire to Constantinople held in store.
The protasekretis Senachereim was utterly dismayed by the news
of the City’s recovery. His words were prophetic: ‘Oh, what
is this I hear! Has this been saved up for our days! How have
we sinned that we should live to see such a disaster! Let no one
hope for any further good fortune, now that the Byzantines
have set foot in the City once more.”?

%2 Pachymeres I, p. 149, Il 12-15.
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Abydos, 198.
1- Achaea, 26, 198.
Achilles, 31.
Achyraous, 99, 111, 112, 245.
Adam, Nicholas, knight, 125, note 18.
Adramyttion, 112, 114 and note 144,
' 246.
Adrianople, 183, 279, 282, 284, 288.
Battle of, 12, 239.
Aegean, 1, 11, 104, 120, 247, 249, 279,
291.
1 Nicaean fleet of, 196, 199.
: Africa, 118.
Afyon Karahisar, see Akroinon.
‘h Ahrweiler, Professor Hélene, 3, 200
note 127, 216 note 64, 224, 228,
251 notes 6 and 12.
§ Akoimetos, Monastery of, 50
Akroinon, 98.
Akropolites, George, 3, 13 note 15, 25
note 82, 30-1, 48, 65, 67, 68, 72,73,
76, 77, 88, 100, 152, 155, 159, 161,
163, 164-5, 167 and note 104, 168,
175, 176, 178, 179, 180, 283, 286,

4 292 and note 84.
‘ Grand Logariast, 175, 206.
General Logothete, 164, 175.
I Grand Logothete, 73 note 62, 1645,
175, 282.

Praitor, 282, 289-90.
History of, 3, 288.
Alania:
¥ Theodore, Bishop of, 19.
Alanya, 115.
Albania, Albanians, 25, 280, 282, 284,
287, 289-90.
Alethinos family, 129 note 50, 269.
Alexander, 29, 31.
Alexander 1V, Pope, 18.
4, Alexios I Komnenos, Emperor, 72, 121,
147, 177, 183, 198, 204, 234.
Alexios 111 Angelos, Emperor, 1, 12, 87,
78, 167, 220, 244.
Alopos, John, prokathemenos of Smyrna,
125 note 18, 214 note 56, 265-6
and note 98.

Alvanon, 280, 290, 291, 292. “
Governor of, see Chavaron, Constan-
tine, and Nestongos, Isaac.
Ruler of, see Goulamos.
Alyates family, 72.
Alyates, Andronikos, epi tou hanikleiou,
164 note 80.
Alyates, Nikephoros, epi tou kanikieiou,
72, 163—4.
Amanariotissa, monastery of, 54.
Amastris, 98, 244.
Metropolitan of, 21.
Amazon, Bishop of, 271.
Anaia, 118.
katepanikion of, 247.

Andronikos I Komnenos, Emperor, 61.
Andronikos II Palaiologos, Emperor,
68, 105, 169, 236, 287 note 44.
Angelos, imperial house of, 12, 61, 69,
70, 123, 155, 257, 277. .

Angelos, Epirot dynasty, 24, 287.
Angelos family, 69, 251.
Angelos, Demetrios, Despot of
Thessalonica, 23, 24 note 80. !
Angelos, George Komnenos, uncle of
Michael VIII Palaiologos, 125.
Angelos, John, Emperor, then Despot of
Thessalonica, 24 note 80. !
Angelos, John, uncle of John III
Vatatzes, 170 note 111.
Duke of Thrakesion, 213, 251, notes
9, 10, 12, 254, 262, 267, 271. i
Angelos, John, 251 note 12. !
Grand primmukerios, 187. "
Protostrator, 84, 152, 185, 251 note i
12.
Angelos, Manuel, Emperor, then Despot
of Thessalonica, 23, 24 note 80.
Angelos, Michael, Ruler of Epiros, 12.
Angelos, Michael, Despot of Epiros, 24,
25-6 and note 83, 28, 82, 160, 282,
286, 290.
Angelos, Michael, stratiotes, 125 note 18, ‘
130, 140, 213.
Anna, his wife, 180.
Angelos, Nikephoros, Despot, 25.
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Angelos, Theodore, Emperor of
Thessalonica, 201, 28, 280, 284,
285.

Angelos, Theodore, oikeios, 170 note 111.

Antioch-on-the-Maiander, 248. °
Batte of, 14, 29, 81, 73, 98, 167, 182,

183, 191.

Anyphantor, 109.

Aphameia, 279.

Apokope ton psomion’, 221, 232,

Appollonis, 112 note 181.

Aprenos family, 69.

Arabs, 110, 289.

Argolid, 128.

Armenians, 19, 32, 105, 155, 175, 182.
Church, 19.

Bride of Theodore I Laskaris, 41.

Arsenios Autoreianos, Patriarch, 45, 51
and note 30, 54 and note 47, 56, 57,
58, 71 note 47, 7% note 65, 82-93
passim.

Arta, 12, 282.

Synod at, 21.

Artavasdes family, 129 note 50.

Asidenos, Savvas, sevastokrator, 61, 244
note 6.

Astyuzion, 205.

Athens, 11, 268, 269.
Archontes of, 269.
Archbishop  of, see

Michael.

Athos, Mount, 164.

Attaleia (Antalya), 98, 115, 116.

Augustus, 38

Aurelion, 263.

Oikodespotai of, 268.
Auxentios, Grand Duke, 197, 198.

Choniates,

Babylon, 29.

Baldwin I, Latin Emperor, 11, 12, 287.

Balikesir see Achyraous

Balsamon family, 72.

Belissariotes, John and Michael, 11 note
6.

Bishops, 257, 261, 264, 269-70, 271,
272, 278, 274, 276.

Bithynia, 27, 50, 58 note 62, 200, 244-5.

Governor of, see Michael VIII

Palaiologos.

Black Sea, 98, 244.

Blemmydes, Nikephoros, 28, 82, 44,
50-1 and note 80, 53, 57, 59, 67,

85, 87-8, 126, 151, 158, 164, 169,
174, 178, 179, 180, 276.

Boniface of Montferrat, 11, 12.

Bosphoros, 116.

Bulgaria, Bulgarians, 12, 13, 21, 22, 28,
26, 27, 32, 77, 152, 165, 167 note
104, 182, 184, 185, 186, 189, 191,
239, 241, 279-81, 283, 284, 285,
287-8.

Alliance with Nicaea, 22, 28, 26, 119.
Archbishop of, 21.

Church in, 2, 21-2.

Macedonian territories, 28

Tsar, 26, 152, 165.

Cadaster, 207-8.
Candia, 114 note 144.
Cappadocia, 101.
Caria, 100.
Caucasus, 19.
Chalkoutzes, 71 note 49.
Chavaron, Constantine, Governor of
Alvanon, 291-2.
Chilarenos, Michael, panhypersevastos,
170 note 111.
Chios, 104, 115, 137, 197.
Duke of, 249.

Chliara, 99, 246.

Chomatianos, Demetrios, Archbishop of
Ohrid, 21, 178.

Chonai, 100.

Choniates, Michael, Archbishop of
Athens, 11, 44, 71, 156, 196,
269-70.

Choniates, Nicetas, 29.

Ex-Grand Logothete, 149.

Chrysomalles, Basil, epi tou kanikleiou,
148 note 8.

Duke of Thrakesion, 240, 247,

Chrysos, Dobromir, 285.

Chrysoverges family, 181, 269.

Chrysoverges, George, 131.

Constantine the Great, 81, 38, 296.

Constantinople, 1, 2, 4, 9, 10, 11, 12, 18,
14, 15, 16, 17, 26, 27, 28, 29, 32, 83,
87, 47, 52, 55, 61, 63, 71 note 50,
72, 74, 90, 91, 97, 98, 100, 102,
109, 112, 114, 115, 116, 118, 120,
123, 129, 183, 139, 147, 161, 165,
166, 172, 176, 177, 178, 179, 182,
188, 191, 196, 198, 199, 204, 289,
241, 244, 249, 251, 255, 269,-274,
277, 279, 284, 285, 294, 295, 296.
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Great Palace, 65.

Monasteries of, 49, 123, 124 and see
Panachrantos and Pantakrator,
monasteries of.

Nicaeo-Bulgarian siege, 119.

‘Sion’, 29.

University of, 179.

‘Constitutio Cypria’, 18.

Coronation, 39, 43-5, 89-90, 91, 92.

Corvées see angareiai.

Cos, 104, 129, 140, 193, 195, 197, 280,
249, 266 note 109, 292.

Kephale  of, 249, 292 and see
Varangopoulos, Alexios.

Court hierarchy, 24, 63—4, 65, 77, 174.

Cretans, Crete, 114~15 and note 144,

119, 184, 197, 199, 220.

Metropolitan of, 272.

Crimea, The, 19, 115.

Crusader States, 188.

Currency, 117-20.

Cyclades, 249. R

Cyprus, 17-19, 20, 115, 222 note 83.

Archbishop of, see Esaias and
Neophytos.

Dalaman Cay see Indos.
Danube, 284.

David, 31, 48, 44.

Denizli see Laodikea.
Dermatas family see Kretikos.

" Dermokaites, 182 note 4.

Didymoteichos, 189, 190, 279, 288.

Diogenes, Constantine, duke of Leros
and Kalymnos, 211, 249.

Praktikon of, 139 note 110.

Dolger, Professor Franz, 156, 204 note
4.

Dorylaion, 112.

Doukas, imperial house of, 69.

Doukas family, 126.

Doukas, Isaac, sevastokrator, brother of
John III Vatatzes, 68.

Doukas, John, 251 note 12,

Dragotas, 287.

Duké, governor of a theme, 4, 198, 210,
218, 226, 227, 283, 289, 240, 242,
250-8, 285, 298.

Dyrrhachion, 25, 26, 282, 290.

Governor of, see Michael VIII
Palaiologos.
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Eerinon, monastery of, 131 .note 66.

Edessa see Vodena.

Edessenos, orphanotrophos, 289 note 53.

Egypt, 114, 115.

Eirene Laskarina, Empress, 47, 176.

Ephesos, 53, 104, 108, 110, 112, 113,
126, 179, 206, 210, 228, 247, 258.

Church of St John the Baptist at, 110.
Metropolitan of, 58 note 62, 179 and
see Mesarites, Nicholas, Klaudio-
polites, Constantine, and Nike-
phoros of Ephesos, Patriarch.
prokathemenos of, 264.

Epiros, Epirots, 12, 20, 21, 28-8, 81-8,
82, 88, 165, 172, 175, 182, 184,
190, 191, 280, 282, 284, 286, 288,
290.

Church in, 15, 20-1, 28—4, 27, 52.

Rulers of, 27, 28, 66, 160, 165, 167
note 104 and see Angelos, Michael,
Despot of Epiros.

Esaias, Archbishop of Cyprus, 17.
Eskamatismenos, Leo, apographeus of
Rhodes and the Cyclades, 249.

Eskisehir see Dorylaiop

Euboea, 11, 71 note 49, 115.

Eusebius of Caesarea, 1, 38.

‘Fiscal Treatise’, 203, 220.
Florence, 118.
‘Foreigners and free’ see xenoi.
Fourth Crusade, 9, 61.
Franchises, 121-3, 127-9.
Franks, 26, 182, 282.
Frederick II, German Emperor, 15-16,
115, 177.
Mints augustalis, 118.

Galata, siege of, 191.
Gallipoli, 197, 279.
Gavalas, Rhodian dynasty, 28, 114, 197,
198.
Gavalas family, 108, 126, 228.
Gavalas, Grand droungarios, 133, 198.
Gavalas, Leo, Caesar, 114.
Genoa, Genoese, 102, 114-15, 118, 197,
198, 227, 252, 255.
Geoffrey, an Armenian, 175, 199.
George the Eunuch, 106 note 83, 272.
Protovestiarios of Phokas, Theodotos
(q.v.), 258 note 27.
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Georgians, 19.

Germanos II, Patriarch, 15, 18, 19, 21,
284, 29, 47, 50, 52, 58, 161 note
70.

Germans, in Nicaean service, 182.

Glavas, kouropalates, 175.

Gordatos family, 129-30.

Gordatos, Anna, 130.

Gordatos, Theodore, 130.

Goulamos, ruler of Alvanon, 25.

Gounaropoulos family, 181 note 67,
216 note 64, 232 note 1381, 267,
271.

Gounaropoulos, Michael, 216 note 64.

Gounaropoulos, Nikandros, monk,
267-8.

Greece, 122.

Gregoras, Nikephoros, 25 note 83, 43,
87, 88, 167 note 104.

Gregory IX, Pope, 30.

Gregory of Cyprus, Patriarch, 19, 82,
178, 181.

Hagios Kosmas, 193.
Hagiotheodorites family, 72.
Hagiotheodorites:
Logothete of the Flocks, 72 note 51,
175, 206 and note 12.
Logothete ton oikeigkon, 175.
Brother-in-law of Mouzalon, George
(q.v.), 84 note 48.
Helladas, Leo, 273 note 147.
Hellas, theme of, 200.
‘Hellas’, ‘Hellenes’,
‘Hellenis’, 29-81.
Hellespont, 58 note 62, 110, 112, 197,
198, 199, 200, 222.
Henry of Hainault, Latin Emperor, 14,
15, 17, 111.
Hermos, 99,'102, 118, 125, 140, 218, 246.
Hexapterygos, Theodore, 179,
Hieras, monastery of, 58, 106, note 83.
Hierissos, megalon allagion of, 189.
Hikanatos, Theodore, Duke of
Thrakesion, 251 note 11, 252.
Hohenstaufen, 15, 30.
Hyakinthos, Monastery of, 50.
Hyleas, Michael, protopansevastos, 170
note 111.

‘Hellenikon’,

Iatropoulos, Demetrios:
Prokathemenos of Philadelphia, 176,
265.

Logothete ton oikeiakon, 73 note 62,
176, 265.
Ignatios, Constantine, naukleros, 113.
Ikaria, 104, 197.
Ikonion, 112, 115, 116.
‘Imperial Book', 208.
‘Imperial Cabinet’, 4, 147-8.
‘Imperial Household’, 4, 148—55 passim.
Members of, see otkeios.
‘Imperial liege knight’ see kavallarios.
‘Imperial Monasteries’, 51-3.
‘Imperial Retinue’, 76, 186-7, 192.
‘Imperial Secretary’ see grammatikos.
‘Imperial Tribunal’ see sekreton.
India, 114.
Indos, 100.
Innocent IV, Pope, 16.
‘Inquest’, 262.
Isaac II Angelos, Emperor, 48, 196.
Ises, john, protostrator, 188, 201, 210.
Italy, 117.

Jerusalem, 19.

Jews, 29, 32, 105.

John Il Asen, Bulgarian Tsar, 22, 28,
279, 285, 286.

John II Komnenos, Emperor, 99, 225,
247.

John III Doukas Vatatzes, Emperor, 1,
5, 15, 16, 18, 20, 22, 28, 24, 25-6,
27, 29, 30, 82, 40, 41, 47-8, 50, 51,
58, 55, 56, 57, 58, 62, 68, 64, 66, 67,
68, 71, 72 note 53, 78, 75, 76, 88,
93, 100, 101 and note 38, 104, 105,
108, 111, 112, 114, 116, 117, 118,
120, 128, 124, 125, 126 and note
27, 127, 129, 186, 140, 150, 151-3,
155, 159, 160, 161, 164, 167 note
104, 170, 172, 176, 177, 178, 179,
180, 183, 184, 187, 188, 192, 194
and note 91, 197, 198, 199, 205,
211, 215, 226, 241, 248, 251 note
12, 265, 271, 279, 282, 283, 287,
288, 289.

Protovestiarios or protovestiarites, 41.
John IV Laskaris, Emperor, 26, 41, 42,
45, 79, 80-92 passim, 151, 160.

John Kamateros, Patriarch, 18.
Justinian I, Emperor, 2, 389, 110, 296.

Kadianos, Michael, vestiarites, 125 note
18, 140, 268 note 119.

Epitropos  of the monastery of
Lemviotissa, 55.
Kaikos (Bakir), 102, 246.
Kakavas, 218, 228, 225.
Kalamos, 112 and note 181, 246.
Kalampakes, Theodore, fatas of the
court:

Governor of Veles, 291.

Kalegopoulos, Constantine, stratiotes,
then vestiarites, 125 note 18, 140.

Kallistos, Theodore, 270 note 180.

Kaloe, see Pyrgion and Kaloe.

Kaloeidas family, 130 note 63, 265, 269.

Kaloeidas, George, prokathemenos of
Smyrna, 265-6, 278.

Kaloeidas, Leo, antidoux of Petra, 259
note 58.

Kaloethos, Nicholas, secretary to the
vestiarion, 170 note 111.

Kalojan, Bulgarian Tsar, 12, 21, 284.

Kaloktenes, Constantine, 271.

Kalopyros, Stephen, epikraton of Palatia,
214 note 56.

Kalosinaras, Niketas, 271-2.

Kalothetos, Theodotos; uncle of
Michael VIII Palaiologos:

Domestic of the Schools, 184 note 18.

Duke of Thrakesion and Melanoudion,
251 note 11, 252.

Kalymnos, 189 note 110, 211, 249.

Duke of, see Diogenes, Constantine.

Kamateros family, 70-1 and note 47.

Kamateros Basil, uncle of Theodore I
Laskaris, 44, 62, 70-1, 149.

Kampanes, John, sakelliou and primmi-
kerios of the notaries of Smyrna,
118 note 136.

Kampanos, prokathemenos of Thessa-

lonica, 176 note 187.

Kamywzes family, 69, 122, 183.
Kantakouzenos family, 69, 78, 251.
Kantakouzenos, John, Butler:

Duke of Thrakesion, 155, 197, 210-
211, 216 note 64, 228, 250-2, 255,
271.

His wife, see Palaiologina, Eirene
(Eulogia).

Kantariotissa, Martyrdom of the 18
Monks of, 19.

Kapnos, Alexios, wvestiarites, 268 note
119.

Karyanites, protovestiarites, 152, 185.

Karykes, Demetrios, Grand Logariast
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and ‘Consul of the Philosophers’,

170, 179-80, 206, 210.

Kastamonites family, 269.

Kastoria, 280, 286.

Kato Ptomaion, Monastery of, 54 note
47.

Kavallares, 99, 112.

Kavallarios family, 69, 70.

Kavallarios, Basil, 78.

Kaystros (Kiicitk Menderes), 102, 247.

Kelvianon, 247 and note 85.

Keos, 11, 157, 196.

Kiminas, Mount, 245.

Kivyrrhaiotai, theme of, 248.

Klaudiopolis, Church of, 48-9.

Klaudiopolites, Constantine, Metro-
politan of Ephesos, 53.

Kleopas, 188.

Knidian Peninsula, 100 note 30.

Kolelos family, 181 note 67.

Komnenos, imperial house of, 12, 60,
63, 69, 70, 98, 141, 239, 243, 250,
256, 257, 295.

Komnenos, David, Ruler of Paphlagonia,
18, 61, 98.

Konstomares, John, imperial secretary,
165-6.

Apographeus of Smyrna, 213, 228, 227,
228, 231.
Energon of Smyrna, 258.
Kontophre, Manuel, sevastos, 199.
Duke of Thrakesion, 200 note 127,
238, 250-1 and notes 6, 11.
Commander of fleet, 198-200.

Kontostephanos family, 61, 62, 71, 122.

Kontostephanos, Nikephoros, sevasto-
krator, 61,

Kontostephanos, Theodore,  proto-
sevastos, 71, 188, 199.

Konya see Ikonion.

Kotyaion, 98.

Koukoulos see Palatia (Koukoulos).

Kourtikes, john Doukas, syngambros of
John IIT Vartauzes:

Duke of Thrakesion, 159, 251 note 9,
255, 266.

Koumans, 48, 105, 152, 188-90, 283-4,
292.

Kouzenas, imperial monastery of, 52,
53.

Krateros, Alexios, Chamberlain, 155,
157, 170 note 111, 210, 214 note 56.

Kretikos family, 181 note 67.

R

-

I



320 GENERAL INDEX

Kroai, 287.

Kryvitziotes, Theodore, Duke of
Thrakesion, 200 note 127, 251-2
and note 11.

Kiistendil, see Velbuid.

Kiitahya, see Kotyaion.

Kythera, 197,

Kyzikos, 196, 200.

Metropolitan of, 58 note 62.

Lampsakos, 90, 110, 112, 197, 199, 222,
228 note 86 and see Tributa Lamp-
sacenorum.

Laodikea, 98, 100, 116.

Laodikenos, John, 270 note 130.

Lapardas,  Theodore, energon of
Mourmounta, 259, note 58.

Larissa, Metropolitan of, 24.

Larymos, katepanikion of, 249.

Laskarids, imperial dynasty of Nicaea,
41, 45, 49, 82, 93, 155, 257, 277.

Laskaris family, 69, 251.

Laskarina, Theodora, daughter of
Theodore II Laskaris, 66.

Laskaris, Alexios Komnenos, eugenestatos
and  sevastokrator, brother of
Theodore I Laskaris, 170 note 111,
192.

Laskaris, Constantine, brother of
Theodore I Laskaris, 61.

Laskaris, Constantine, Duke of
Thrakesion, 216 and note 64, 217,
221, 226, 251 note 10, 260.

Laskaris, Manuel, protosevastos, brother
of Theodore I Laskaris, 77, 82, 84,
85, 190.

Laskaris, Michael, brother of Theodore
I Laskaris, 77, 82, 85.

Governor of Thessalonica, 190, 290,
291, 292.
Grand Duke, 84 note 48.

Latin Empire of Constantinople, 1,

11-12, 15, 16, 22, 43, 114.
Patriarch, 11.
Coinage, 118.

Latins, 1, 4, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18,
22, 29, 30, 32, 47, 52, 61, 82, 97,
104, 111, 112, 120, 182, 196, 197,
198, 211, 239-40, 241, 245, 246,
255, 269, 279, 284, 285, 287.

in Nicaean service, 81-2, 106 and note
94, 119, 152, 175, 182, 185-6,
187-8, 191.

Lemviotissa, imperial monastery of, 47
note 13, 51, 58, 55, 104 and note
61, 106-7 and note 83, 113, 124,
127-9, 130~1 and note 63, 132, note
72, 138, 185, 186, 137, 139, 140, 156,
157, 158, 159, 171, 195, 207, 209,
214 note 56, 215, 216 and note 64,
217, 220, 221, 228, 229-30, 282,
288, 253, 254, 255, 260, 261, 262,
265, 266, 267, 270, 271, 272, 275
and note 158.
Abbot of, see Opsikianos, Gerasimos.
Epitropos of, see Kadianos, Michael.
Leros, 139 note 110, 140, 211, 249.
Duke of, see Diogenes, Constantine.
Lesbos, 54 note 47, 104, 197.
Lestes family, 129 note 50.
Levounes family, 129 note 50.
Levounes, Isaac, vestiarites, 268.
Livadarios family, 69.
Local Councils, 257, 260—4.
Longo, Giovanni, 114 note 144.
Lopadion, 99.
Luccans, 114.
Lydda, Archbishop of, 17.
Lydia, 58 note 62.
Lykaites, Manuel, Duke and Strato-
pedarch of Malagina, 245.

Macedonia, 1, 28, 26, 33, 152, 158, 161,
164, 182, 185, 187, 189, 190, 191,
193, 194, 211, 241, 279-80, 2824,
285-6, 287-8, 289-90, 291, 292,
298, 295.

Magedon, 99, 191.

Magidia, 99.

Magnates see megistanes.

Magnesia, 52, 83, 102, 108, 112, 114,
205, 246.

Vestiarion at, 154, 187.
Maiander, 61, 71, 97, 100, 102, 105,
112, 122, 125, 129, 211, 248, 273.
Stratopedarch and paradotes of, 248,
252.
Theme of, 248, 252.

Makestos (Simav), 99, 102.

Makrenos, citizen of Smyrna, 254.

Makrenos, George, Duke of Thrakesion,
255.

Makrenos, John, parakoimomenos, 184 and
note 16.

Makrenos, Leo, 275 note 158.

Makrinitissa, monastery of, 78 note 65.

Makrotos, John, imperial secretary,
161, 163, 164, 168.

Malagina, 99, 245 and note 15, 252.

Bishops of, 99 note 14.
Duke and Stratopedarch of, see
Lykaites, Manuel.

Manfred, ruler of Sicily, 82.

Mangaphas, Theodore, 61, 123.

Manouelites, Nicholas, prokathemenos of
Nicaea, 265.

Mantaia, 108, 129 note 49, 180, 131 note
69, 134, 215, 255, 259, 261, 265,
272.

Enoria of, 270 and note 130.

Manteianos family, 129 note 50.

Manuel I Komnenos, Emperor, 9, 60,
65, 97, 99 note 14, 172, 193, 239,
246, 250, 264.

Manuel I, Patriarch, 22.

Manuel 1I, Patriarch, 16, 46, 47, 50.

Marathon, battle of, 29.

Margarites, Constantine, 75-6, 175,
176, 190, 193, 194, 246.

Tzaousios of the army of Neokastra,
194.

Tzaousios of the imperial taxis, 175.

Grand Tzaousios, 75, 175, 187.

Archon of the imperial taxis, 186.

Grand Archon, 76, 175, 186.

Maritsa, 28, 279, 280, 291.

Marmara, Sea of, 11, 196.

Nicaean fleet of, 196—-200.

Mauropodos, Andronikos, 214 note
56.

Mavrozomes, Manuel, 13, 61, 100.

Maximos, Patriarch:

Abbot of Akoimetos, 50.

Mela see Vari.

Melanoudion:

Duke of, see Kalothetos, Theodotos.

Melkites, 19.

Melnik, 26, 32, 283, 285, 286, 287, 288,
289 note 53, 291.

Governor of, see Michael VIII
Palaiologos.

Memaniomenos, plain of, 103, 108,
180 note 63, 131, 265.

Mesarites, Nicholas, Metropolitan of
Ephesos, 51, 53.

Mesemvreia, 175.

Mesopotamites family, 72.

Mesopotamites, Constantine, epi tou
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kanikleiou and Metropolitan of
Thessalonica, 163 note 77.
Mesopotamites, Joseph, 72 note 53,
165—4, 170, 171, note 114.
Mesothynia, 245 note 12.
Methodios, Patriarch:

Abbot of Hyakinthos, 50.
Metropolitans, 273—4 and see Bishops.
Michael VIII Palaiologos, Emperor,

267, 47, 56, 66, 71 note 50, 73,
78, 79, 80-93 passim, 99, 101, 102,
105, 126, 141, 151, 160, 161 and
note 70, 162, 164, 169, 176, 180,
181, 183, 185, 189, 191, 192, 196,
198, 204, 207, 220, 2356, 244
note 6, 249, 251, 265, 271, 282,
284, 287 note 44, 291, 292.

Grand Constable, 81, 184, 188.

Grand Duke, 83, 84, 198.

Basileopator, 83.

Despot, 834, 86, 87, 88.

Governor of Serres and Melnik, 167
note 104, 291.

Governor of Vodena, 190.

Governor of Bithynia and Optimaton,
194, 245 and note 12, 252.

Governor of Dyrrhachion, 290, 291,
292.

Trial for treason, 66, 67, 75, 158 and
note 13, 160, 161, 167-8 and note
104, 172-3, 187.

Flight to Seljugs, 26, 66, 78, 165, 189,
282.

Usurpation, 26, 40, 41, 45, 57, 58, 79,
80-93, 106 note 81.

Government of, 285—6.

Financial Reforms, 2%4.

Judicial Reforms, 75, 154, 171, 174.

The ‘New Constantine’, 31.

Michael Asen, Bulgarian Tsar, 165.

Michael Autoreianos, Patriarch, 18, 87,
46, 49, 68.

Miletos see Palatia (Miletos)

Metropolitan of, 259, 271, 272 and

note 141, 273.
Milopotamos, 197.
Milvian Bridge, Battle of, 31.
Minoto, Marco, 144 note 144.
Mitylene see Lesbos,

Metropolitan of, 51, 54 note 47.
Monasteries see Akoimetos, Amanario-

tissa, Eerinon, Hieras or Xero-
choraphiou, Hyakinthos, Kato,
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Monasteries—contd.

Ptomaion, Kouzenas, Lemviotissa,
Makrinitissa, Nea Mone, Pana-
chrantos, Pantokrator, Paschasiou,
Rouphinianon, St Andreas, St
Anthony the Great, St Gregory the
Wonderworker, St John of Patmos,
St Mary Kechionismene, St
Nicholas of  Kalyphas, St
Panteleemon, St Paul in Lammos,
Sosandra,  Xerochoraphiou or
Hieras.

Monemvasia, 287 note 44.

Mongols, 116, 194, 211, 265.

Monoikos, Bishop of, 54.

Monomachos family, 265.

Monomachos, stratiotes, 125 note 18.

Monomachos, Chariton, monk, 54.

Monomachos, Constantine, 54.

Monomachos, George, prokathemenos of
Smyrna, 214 note 56, 2647, 275.

Moses, 13, 31.

Moslems, 117.

Mourmounta :

Energon of, see Lapardas, Theodore.

Mouzalon, Andronikos, 78, 152, 176,
177 note 148.

Protovestiarites, 717.
Grand Domestic, 77, 185.

Mouzalon, George, 76-9, 80-2, 85, 87,
152, 158, 160, 169, 176, 177 note
148. .

Grand Domestic, 76-7, 185.

Protosevastos, Protovestiarios, and Grand
Stratopedarch, 77, 186.

Regent, 42, 69, 79.

Brother-in-law of Hagiotheodorites
(q.v.), 84 note 43.

Mouzalon, John, mystikes, 75 note 70,
161 and note 70.

Mouzalon, Theodore, protokynegos or
prototerakaris, 77 and note 91, 152.

Mouzethras, Leo, 263.

Mylasa and Melanoudion, theme of,
240 note 8, 248.

Dukes of, see Tzykes, John, and
Kalothetos, Theodotos.

Nea Mone, Monastery of, 187, 189.

Negroponte see Euboea.

Neochorion, 108 note 58.

Neokastra, theme of,, 193, 194, 245-7.
Army of, 75, 198, 246.

Neophytos, Archbishop of Cyprus,
18-19.

Nestongos family, 69, 82.

Nestongos, George, Butler, 82.

Nestongos, Isaac, Steward:

Governor of Alvanon and of Ohrid,
291, 292 note 84.

Nicaea, 1, 2, 18, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,
21, 29, 82, 83, 37, 40, 44, 47, 48,
49, 50, 58, 63, 78, 82, 90, 91, 98-9,
101, 111, 116, 129, 148, 149, 155,
178, 240, 2445, 258, 296.

Borderers, 93.

‘A latter-day Athens’, 81.

Metropolis of, 43.

prokathemenos  of, 264 and see
Manouelites, Nicholas.

Sce St Anthony the Great, monastery
of, and St Tryphon, Church of.
Nicholas Laskaris, Emperor, son of

Theodore I Laskaris, 42, 68.

Nikephoros of Ephesos, Patriarch, 56,
90-1.

Metropolitan of Ephesos, 50.

Nikomedeia, 111, 161, 245.

Metropolitan of, 58 note 62.

Notary see nomikos.

Nymphaion, 48, 63, 83, 89, 90, 109,
111, 112, 126, 158, 161, 163, 166,
205, 240, 241, 258, 269.

Treaty of, 115, 118.

Oath, 65-6, 85, 88, 89, 93.

. Ohrid, 280, 290, 291, 292 note 84.

Archbishop of, 20-2 and see
Chomatianos, Demetrios.
Governor of, see Nestongos, Isaac.
Oikonomides, Professor Nikolaos, 139
note 110, 218~19, 264 note 90.
Olkos, 197.
Olympos, Mount (Ulus Dag), 99, 112.
Olympos, Mount, 282.
Opsikianos, Gerasimos, Abbot of
Lemviotissa, 51, 128, 189, 216 note
64, 265-6.
Opsikion, theme of, 244.
Opsikion and Aigaion, theme of] 245.
Optimates, the, Optimaton, theme of,
1934, 244, 245 note 12.
Governor of, see Michael VIII
Palaiologos.
Ordeal, 75, 167-8 and note 104, 172—4
and note 128.

Oriental Patriarchates, 19-20.
Ottoman Turks, 9, 23.

Pachymeres, George, 30, 65, 67, 69, 73,
76, 85, 87, 117, 161 note 70, 167
note 104, 178, 174, 194 note 91,
205, 235-6.

Padyates, paidopoulos, 177 and note 143.

Pagos, Mount, 110.

Palaiologan,  Palaiologos, imperial
dynasty, 42, 69, 70, 72, 155, 160,
277, 295.

Palaiologina, Eirene (Eulogia), 151.

Palaiologina, Maria (Martha), 78.

Palaiologos, Andronikos, Grand
Domestic, 150, 152, 183-4, 201,
210, 241.

Viceroy of Thessalonica, 183, 289,

291.

Palaiologos, Constantine, Despot, 41,
62.

Palaiologos, Constantine, Caesar and
sevastokrator, 82, 101.

Palaiologos, John, Grand Domestic,
sevastokrator, and Despot, 82, 181,
282.

Governor of Rhodes, 249.
Palaiologos, Manuel, 107 note 90.
Palaiologos, Michael, mystikos, 162 note

70.

Palatia (Koukoulos), imperial estates of,
124, 127, 214 note 56, 272.

Palatia (Miletos), 62, 106 note 83, 107
note 90, 111, 211, 219, 223 note
88, 258, 272.

Praktor of, 259.

Archontes of, 269.

Panachrantos, Constantinopolitan
monastery of, 124, 273.

Panaretos,  prokathemenos of the
vestiarion, 78 note 62.

Panaretos, Village of, 127, 2683.

Oikodespotat of, 268, 275.

Pantokrator, Constantinopolitan monas-
tery of, 122, 124, 215.

Papacy, 14, 16, 21-2, 23, 27.

Paphlagonia, Paphlagonians, 13, 50,
61, 91, 98, 101 and note 38, 183,
190-1, 240, 244, 292.

Monasteries in, 52.

Paphos, Bishop of, 17.

Pardovounon, 266 note 109.
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Partitio Romaniae, 244, 247.
Paschasiou, Monastery of, 90.
Patras, Archbishop of, 11.
Patriarch, Patriarchal Administration,
Patriarchate, 11, 15, 16, 17, 20, 21,
22, 28, 24, 25, 28, 338, 37, 3940,
48, 44, 46, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 54,
58-9, 152, 168, 278 and note 147,
275.
Exarchs, 22, 24, 58 and note 62.
Pauchome, 265 note 98.
Pelagonia, 280, 290.
Battle of, 26, 182, 189, 191 and note
71, 282.
Pelion, 266 note 109.
Peloponnese, 122, 191, 192.
Pepagomenos, Constantine, 219.
Pergamon, 99, 111, 112, 246. -
Theme of, 246 note 24.
Petra, 108, 129 note 49.
Antidoux of, see Kaloeidas, Leo.
Episkepsis of, 244 note 6, 259 note 58.
Petraliphas family, 69.
Petraliphas, John, Grand chartoularios,
183, 189.
Petraliphas, Theodore, 25, 286.
Petritzes family, 118, 126 note 25, 129
note 50, 180 and note 63.
Petritzes, George, stratiotes, 130, 181.
Petritzes, Michael, stratiotes, 125 note 18.
Phagomodes family, 129 note 50.
Phagomodes, Constantine, 268.
Philadelphia, 49, 61, 100, 101, 105, 109,
112, 128, 245, 247-8, 258.
Church of, 48.
Metropolitan of, see Phokas.
Prokathemenos  of, see Iatropoulos,
Demetrios.
Stratopedarch of, 248 and see Phokas,
Michael.
Tavoullarios of, see Sellares, John.
Philanthropenos family, 69, 70.
Philes family, 69, 70, 126.
Philes, Theodore, 76, 78, 82, 85.
Viceroy of Thessalonica, 289.
Philippi, 153, 161, 167.
Philippopolis, 280, 285.
Philokales, Eumathios, 200 note 132.
Philomelion, 97.
Phokaia, 102.
Phokas family, 261.
Phokas, Metropolitan of Philadelphia,
52, 153 note 13, 159-60, 167, 173.
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Phokas, John, 270 note 130.

Phokas, Michael, syngambros of John 111
Vatatzes:

Stratopedarch of Philadelphia and
Thrakesion, 216-17.

Phokas, Theodotos, panhypersevastos,
uncle of Theodore I Laskaris, Grand
Duke, 62, 200 and note 131, 253
note 27, 269, 271.

Duke of Thrakesion, 200 note 131,
253 note 27.

Phrangopoulos, imperial secretary, 166.

Phrygia, 105.

Phygella, 108.

Pindos Mountains, 12, 31.

Pisa, Pisans, 114, 227.

Pithianos, 113 note 136.

Planites family, 126 note 25, 133, 254.

Planites, Maximos, monk, 138.

Plousiada, 99.

Poimanenon, Battle of, 29, 182.

Poleas, John, 184, 228, 263, 275.

Poleas, Thomas, 263.

‘Politicians’, 57.

Pontic Heraklea, 49, 98, 111.

Church of, 48.

Potamou, 186, 262, 267.

Poutzes, John, 225.

Priene see Sampson.

Prilep, 190, 280, 289, 291-2.

Governor of, see Xyleas.

Prinovari, 129 note 49, 131 note 68,

259-60, 275.
Praktor of, 259-60.
Oikodespotai of, 260.
Oikologos of, 260.

Prosek, 285.

Prousa, 99, 111, 239, 240.

Pseudo-Kodinos’s Book of Offices, 16,
207.

Pyrgion and Kaloe, chora of, 247.

Pyrgos, metochion of, 124, 214 note 56,
273.

Raoul family, 69, 70.

Raoul, Alexios, protovestiarios, 77, 178,
183, 184, 190.

Ravdokanakes, John, vestiarites, 267.

Rethymnon, 197.

Rhodes, 28, 114, 119, 183, 197, 211,
249, 255.

Caesar of, see Gavalas, Leo.
Capitaneum  of, see Kryvitziotes,
Theodore.
Governor of, see Palaiologos, John.
Rhodope Mountains, 280, 282, 285.
‘Rhomaioi’, ‘Roman’, ‘Romania’, 29-30,
32, 118.

Rimpsas, Nikephoros, 189.

Romanos, Caesar, 210, 241.

Rome, 16.

Rouphinianon, Monastery of, 48 note
18, 122.

Rouze, 129 note 49.

Ryndakos (Atranos), 102.

Russia, 105.

Church in, 19, 20.

St. Andreas, Monastery of, 52.

St. Anthony the Great, Monastery of, 47.

St. George-without-the-Castle (Exokas-
trites), metochion of, 127, 128, 214—15
and note 56, 275.

St.  Gregory the Wonderworker,
Monastery of, 58, 179.

St. John of Patmos, Monastery of, 3,
55-6, 118, 134, 189, 140, 156, 157,
162, 214 note 56, 220, 228, 230,
272, 278.

Epitrapos of, 55—6.

St. John the Baptist, Church of, 110.

St. Mary Kechionismene, Monastery of,
107 note 90.

St. Nicholas of Kalyphas, Imperial
monastery of, 53, 266.

St. Panteleemon, Monastery of, 55.

St. Paul in Latmos, Monastery of, 51,
149, 167, 170, 272 note 141.

St. Sophia, Clergy of, 11, 49, 91.

St. Tryphon, Church of, 179-80.

Salamis, Battle of, 29.

Sale of Offices, 286.

Samians, Samos, 104, 197.

Sampson, 61, 149, 167, 170, 258, 269,
271.

Episkepsis of, 244 note 6, 248.
Sangarios (Sakarya), 99, 102, 244, 245.
Sanudo, Marco, Duke of Naxos, 196.
Sardes, 100, 102, 105, 112, 246.

Metropolitan of, 48, 58 note 2, 91.
Sava, St., Archbishop of Serbia, 22.
Seljugs of Rum, 13, 14, 26, 66, 78, 97,

98, 100, 101, 112, 115, 116, 117,

118, 119, 165, 182, 189, 194, 239,
282.

Sultan, 29, 61, 97, 103, 158, 165.

Sellares, John, tavouilaries of Phila-
delphia, 278 note 147.

Selymvria, 11, 279.

Senachereim, Michael, protasekretis and
mesazon, 160-1 and note 63, 172
note 118, 180, 296.

Holds chair of grammar, 180.

Senate, Senators, 37, 67-8, 72—4 and
note 65, 856, 89, 153, 167.

Serbia, 21, 28, 27, 280, 290.

Archbishop of, see Sava, St.

Church in, 2, 21-2.

Grand Zupan of, see Stefan.

Serres, 167 note 104, 190, 193, 286,
287, 288, 289 note 53, 291.

Governor of, see Michael VIII
Palaiologos.

Servia, 25, 282, 290.

Sgouros, Leo, 128.

Sicily, 164.

Ruler of, see Manfred.

Sinai, Mount, Monastery of St
Catherine, 20.

Sinope, 115.

Sipylos, Mount, 102.

Skamander see Troad.

Skoplje, 280.

Theme of, 291.

Skordyllios, stratiotes, 126.

Skoutariotes, Theodore, 51 note 30,
124, 205, 211.

Dikaiophylax, 73 note 62.

Smyrna, 48, 54, 55, 68, 102—13 passim,
122-87 passim, 140, 148, 166, 192,
194, 195, 197, 199, 209, 213-15
and note 56, 225, 242, 244, 254,
258, 261, 265-9, 2724, 277.

Archontes of, 108, 118, 266-9, 275.

Energon of, see Konstomares, john.

Kastrophylax  of, see Vrachionites,
Theophylaktos.

Prokathemenos of, see Monomachos,
George, Alopos, John, and
Kaloeidas, George.

Katepanikion of, 225, 239, 247, 258,
268.

Metropolitan of, 53, 55, 113, 128,
130, 228-9, 288, 254, 263, 265,
268-75 passim.

State Saltpans at, 118, 207, 233.
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Sosandra, Imperial monastery of, 48,
81-2.

Spanopoulos, mystikos, 161 note 70.

Sphournou, 136, 262, 267, 271.

Stadia, 100 note 30.

Stefan, Grand Zupan of Serbia, 21-2.

Steiriones, John, 196.

Stenimachos, 279.

Sthlavos, 285.

Strategopoulos family, 69, 82.

Strategopoulos, Alexios, Grand Domestic
and Caesar, 76, 77, 82, 85, 184, 190.

His father, 101 note 38.

Strategopoulos, Constantine, 77, 82, 85.

Strategopoulos, John, Grand Logothete,
149, 167, 170 and note 111.

Stratoniceia, 246.

Strymon, 279, 280, 291.

Theme of, 289 note 53, 290-1.

Synadenos family, 69.

Synadenos, Constantine Doukas, 180.

Synods, 15, 16, 17, 19-20, 21, 27, 43,
46, 49, 50, 51, 57, 72, 86, 90, 91.

Synopsis Minor, 172.

Syracuse, Church of, 48.

Syrgiannes, 105.

Syrgares, imperial liege knight, 125
and note 18, 127, 134, 136, 140,
171, 230, 263.

Syria, 118, 115,

Syropoulos, John, apographeus, 220.

Tarchaneiotes family, 69, 126.
Tarchaneiotes, Michael, protosevastos,
protovestiarios, and Grand Domestic,
278.
Tarchaneiotes, Nikephoros, Steward,
183, 190.
Grand Domestic, 78, 184 and note 15.
His wife, see Palaiologina, Maria
(Martha).
Tarsia, 99, 245.
Thebes, 292.
Themes, 239, 243, 248, 250, 258, 271,
285, 290-1.
Armies of, 176, 193, 195.
Theodora Doukaina, Empress, 66, 204
note 4, 244 note 6, 259 note 58.
Theodore 1 Laskaris, Emperor, 1, 12, 13,
15, 17, 18, 20, 29, 31, 40, 41-2,
434, 47, 49, 50, 51, 53, 612, 68,
68, 70-1, 73, 85, 92, 98, 99, 100,
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Theodore I Loskaris, Emperor—contd.
104, 111, 114, 118, 128, 124, 125,
148-50, 156-7, 163, 167, 182, 184,
192, 196, 200, 215, 229, 239, 240,
2717.

Despot, 37.

His Brothers, 40, 61-2, 85.

Marriage to an Armenian princess, 41.
Victory over Seljugs, 14.

Theodore II Laskaris, Emperor, 16, 26,
28, 30, 31-2, 41-2, 43, 44, 45, 46,
50-1, 52, 57, 59, 72 and note 54,
75, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 87, 88,
93, 100, 101, 102, 111, 112, 116,
117, 150, 151-3, 158, 160, 161,
164-5, 168, 169,-178—4, 175, 176,
178, 184 and note 13, 187, 188, 190,
194, 205, 245, 251 note 12, 282,
283, 288, 289, 291, 292.

and aristocracy, 74, 76-9.

and his circle, 76, 81, 84 and note 43,
163, 165, 176, 258, 265, 291, 292.

and education, 179-80.

and military reforms, 185-6, 190-1,

193.
Theodore 11 Eirenikos, Patriarch, 49
and note 22.
‘Consul of the Philosophers’, 179.
Theophilopoulos, Governor of the
Troad, 241.

Thessalonica, 11, 12, 20, 24, 25, 116,
160, 161, 166, 167 note 104,
175-6, 182, 183, 190, 199, 265,
279-80, 283-4, 285, 286, 287, 291.

Coinage of, 120.

Empire of, 20, 23, 25, 284.

Kephale of, see Laskaris, Michael, and
Tornikes, Constantine.

Megalon Allagion of, 189.

Metropolitan of, 91 and see Meso-
potamites, Constantine.

Prokathemenos of, see Kampanos.

Theme of, 289-90 and note 53.

Viceroy of, see  Palaiologos,
Andronikos, Philes, Theodore, and
Akropolites, George.

Thessaly, 23, 25, 73 note 65, 107, 167
note 104, 282.

‘Great Vlachia’, 284.

Thrace, 1, 11, 12, 28, 83, 76, 182, 188,
189, 190, 193, 194, 197, 279,
282-5, 288, 293, 295.

Thrakeses family, 180 and note 63.

Thrakesion, theme of, 199—200 and note
127, 240, 246-8 and note 35.
Dukes of 155, 238, 247, 250-8 and see
Angelos, John; Chrysomalles, Basil ;
Hikanatos, Theodore; Kalothetos,
Theodotos; Kantakouzenos, John;
Kontophre, Manuel; Kourtikes,
John Doukas; Kryvitziotes,
Theodore; Laskaris, Constantine;
Makrenos, George; Phokas,
Theodotos; Tornikes, John.

Stratopedarch of, see Phokas, Michael.
Tithe see morte.

Tornikes family, 62 note 9, 69, 70, 155.

Tornikes, Andronikos Komnenos,
mesazon, 156, 160.

Tornikes, Constantine, 77, 82.

Grand primmikerios, 187, 190.

Sevastokrator, 91.

Kephale of Thessalonica, 292-8.
Tornikes, Demetrios, ‘Beloved Brother

of the Emperor’, mesazon, 25, 62
note 9, 64, 140, 149-52, 155-61
and note 31, 168, 164, 170-1, 184,
205.

Otkonomos ton hoinon, 155.

Tomikes, Euthymios, 11 note 7.

Tornikes, John, Duke of Thrakesion,
254-5, 293 note 90.

Trebizond, 12, 20, 205.

Tributa Lampsacenorum, 222--8.

Trikokkia, 99.

Tripolis, 100, 112.

Trnovo, Church of, 20-22.

Troad, 82, 178, 205, 241, 245.
Governor of, see Theophilopoulos.
Turkomans, Turks, 9, 47, 50, 82, 97, 98,

100, 101, 193, 289, 243.
In Nicaean Service, 182, 189.
Tyrannos family, 180 note 63.
Tyrannos, Goudeles, 109 note 103, 184
and note 16.

Tyre, 110 note 111.

Tzamantouroi see Laskaris family.

Tzepaina, 280.

Tzouroulon, 18990, 279.

Tzykes, John, Duke of Mylasa and
Melanoudion, 249.

Tzyrithon, Grand chartoularios, 176.

Udj, 98.
Union of Churches, 14-16, 27, 47, 57.

Valaneidiotes, [Grand Stratopedarch],
78.
paidopoulos, 177 note 148.
Valkes, monk, 266, 267.
Varangians, 187.
Varangopoulos, Alexios, Kephale of Cos,
249.
Vardar, 280, 285.
Vardariots, Primmikerios of, 187.
Vari, 104 and note 61, 124, 125 note 17,
127-8, 1382 note 72, 140, 195, 215,
216 and note 64, 217, 219, 225,
226, 255, 260, 267.
Varychier, stratiotes, 125 note 18, 272,
275, note 158.
Varypates, Constantine, megas sakellarios
of the Church of Smyrna, 275.
Vatawzes family, 69.
Velbuzd (Velevousdion), 280.
Veles, 280, 283, 291.
Governor  of, see
Theodore.
Venetians, Venice, 9, 114, 115, 118, 187,
196, 197, 227, 244.
Verroia, 289.
Theme of, 285, 289 note 58.

Kalampakes,

Verroiotes, megas diermeneutes, 73 note

62.
Villehardouin,

Achaea, 198.
Villehardouin, Theodosios, monk, 56.
Vizye, 279.
Vlachernai, Palace of, 65.
Vlachs, 284, 285.

Identified with ‘Hellenes’, 80.

Geoffrey, Prince of
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Vlatteros family, 216 and note 4.

Vlatteros, Basil, vestiarites, 125 note 17,
127, 140, 192, 215, 216 note 64,
219, 267, 271.

Vodena, 167 note 104, 190, 280, 288.

Voleron, chora of, 289 note 53, 291.

Vrachionites, Theophylaktos, kastro-
phylax of Smyrna, 267-8.

Vranaina, Eirene Komnena, 127, 263.

Vranas family, 69, 131 and note 68.

Vranas, Theodore Komnenos, 131 note
69.

Vroullas, apographeus, 218.

Wardrobe see vestiarion.
William, a Latin, 175.

Xerochoraphiou see Hieras, Monastery
of.

Xeros, Manuel, 54 note 47.

Xerxes, 29.

Xyleas, skouterios, governor of Prilep,
190, 290, 291, 292.

Zaccaria, Benedetto, 102.
Zagaromates, George, 126.

protovestiarites, 126 note 27, 210.

Panhypersevastos, 136.

His wife, 136, 259 note 58.
Zane, Domenico, 114 note 144,
‘Zealots’, 57.

Zorobabel, 18.




IT. INDEX OF TECHNICAL TERMS

achrostikon, 256.

aktemon, 138, 221, 222 and note 84, 223
and note 86.

allagator, 186.

aer, aerika, 128, 227, 256.

agape, 128, 208, 223, 224-5, 283.

allagion, 186 and note 30, 189, 191 note
71.

angareiai, 138, 222-8 and note 86, 225,
233, 256.

annona, 224.

antidoux, 259 note 58.

apaitetas, 235.

apographe, apographeus, 208, 210~14, 217,
219-20, 221, 226, 227, 228, 282-3,
235, 242, 249, 252, 256, 262.

apokatastasis, 213,

aporos, 188, 221-2 and note 84.

archontes, 67-8, 71 and note 50, 85,
266-9, 275, 278, 286.

archontikon, 263.

archontopoulot, 177, 181, 219.

biologion, 209.
bucellarii, 192.

charistike, 58—6.

chartia, 207.
chartophylax, 275-6.
chora, 243—4, 258, 260.
chreiat doukikai, 226.
chreiai katepanikiai, 226.

demosiaka kephalaia, 228.
diotkesis, 248.
douleutai, 138.

enkyklios paideusis see grammatike.
ennomion, 103, 128, 227.

energon see praktor.

enoria, 244, 261, 270.

ephoros, ephoria, 55—6 and note 51.

epibole, 212.

epiteleia, 132 note 72, 187, 203, 213,
228-8 passim.

epitropos see ephoros.

episkepsis, 244 and note 6.

exisosis, exisotes, 210-12, 219, 221, 241,
249, 289 note 53.

exkousseia, 121, 128.

grammatike, 178.
grammatikos, 4, 149, 163, 165, 174, 253.

kanishia, 226.

kapnikon, 225.

kastrophylax, 194, 252, 255, 266—8 and
note 109, 292, 294.

hatepanikion, 226, 238, 248, 258.

katepano, 264.

kavalikevma, 170.

kavallarios, 125 and note 18, 188.

kephale, 2924,

kreittones sce otkodespotai.

hommerkia, 227, 287 note 44.

kontaratoi, 225, 233.

ktema, ktemata, 121, 126-7.

latinikon, 189.
logariastes, 258 and note 27.

megale thests, 208.

megaloallagitai, 189.

megistanes, 6870, 80, 85, 86, 89.
mesazon, 147, 155-61, 235.
misthiol, misthioi douleutai, 188.
monovoidrios, 222.

morte, 134 and note 86, 185, 226.

nomikos, 133, 215, 262, 263, 270 note
180, 273—4.
nomismatike posotes, 218—19.
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otkeios, 4, 73, 148 notes 8 and 9, 150, "

1545, 174, 268.
otkodespotai, 2604, 275, 286.
oikologos, 260.
otkomodion, 226.
otkomodoparasporon, 226, 260 note 66.
otkonomia see pronoia.
otkonomos, 56, 155, 275-6.

pardopoula, 76, 176-7, 181.

paradotes, 248, 252.

paradotikion, 226.

paradotikon gramma, 215.

paroikoi, 132-9 and note 86, 171, 194,
204 note 4, 216, 217, 223, 225-6,
252, 253, 255, 259, 260, 268.

periorismos, 216, 272.

perisseia, 220.

pezos, 222.

pissoygrissia, 225 note 100.

ploimoi, 199, 200, 224, 225, 288, 268.

praitor, 289-90, 294.

praktikon, 138, 189, 140, 208-9, 212,
218, 217, 218, 228, 230.

praktor, 283, 258-9 and note 58, 289.

primmikerios of the tavoullarioi, 274.

proasteion, 220.

pronoia, 119, 121, 122, 124-6 and note
18, 127, 180, 181, 132, 135, 137,
140-1, 142, 171-2, 177, 188, 192,
193, 196, 208, 209, 210, 212, 215,
217-19, 221, 224, 230, 252, 255-6,
261, 263, 265 and note 98, 268,
278.

prokathemenos, 252, 264-6, 294.

protekdikos, 275.

protopappas, 261~2.

protovestiarios, 268 note 27.

byt

roga, 198.

sakellarios, 275.

sakelliou, 275.

sekreta, 147, 149, 204.

sekreton, 73, 86, 154, 171.

sitarkia, 128, 208, 223%—4 and note 94,
233.

stteresion, 119, 198,

skeuophylax, 275.

skythtkon, 188, 189.

stichos, 207, 209.

strateia, 195.

stratiotika zetemata, 223, 225.

stratopedarches, 193, 217, 252.

stratopedon, 190 and note 58.

stypaxoungoi, 225 note 100.

tavoullarios, 273—4 and note 147.

taxis, 186 and note 30.

telos, 134 and note 86, 185, 228 and note
88, 224 note 94.

tzouloukonai, 192,

vestiarion, 3, 147, 149, 154, 170 note 111,
187, 2047, 209, 220, 227.

vestiaritai, 171, 234, 235, 256, 268.

voidata, voidatika, voidatikion telos, 216
note 64, 138, 221, 228 note 88, 224
note 94.

voidatos, 188, 221-2 and note 84, 223 and
note 86.

xenot, 139, 194.

zeugaratos, zeugaria, 138, 221-2 and note
84, 2234 and notes 86 and 94.

zeugaritikion, 224.

zeugelateion, 121, 126 and note 27.

zeugoamaxia, 225 note 100.




ITI. INDEX OF OFFICES AND OFFICE
HOLDERS OF THE NICAEAN COURT!

DESPOT, 24, 41, 64.

See Theodore I Laskaris
Laskaris, Constantine?
Palaiologos, Constantine
Angelos, Manuel
Angelos, John
Angelos, Demetrios
Angelos, Michael
Angelos, Nikephoros
Michael VIII Palaiologos
Palaiologos, John

SEVASTOKRATOR, 64, 68.

See Asidenos, Savvas
Kontostephanos, Nikephoros
Laskaris, Alexios
Laskaris, George®
Laskaris, Isaac*

Doukas, Isaac

Palaiologos, John

Palaiologos, Constantine

Tornikes, Constantine
CAESAR, 64.

See Gavalas, Leo
Romanos
Palaiologos, Constantine
Strategopoulos, Alexios

GRAND DOMESTIC, 64, 1834,

See Palaiologos, Andronikos

Tarchaneiotes, Nikephoros

Mouzalon, George
Mouzalon, Andronikos
Palaiologos, John
Philes, Alexios®
PANHYPERSEVASTOS, 64.
See Phokas, Theodotos
Chilarenos, Michael
Zagaromates, George

PROTOVESTIARIOS, 64, 148, 154, 206.

See John III Doukas Vatatzes
Raoul, Alexios
Mouzalon, George *
Raoul, John®
GRAND DUKE, 64, 198, 200.
See Phokas, Theodotos
Auxentios
Michael VIII Palaiologos
Laskaris, Michael
PROTOSTRATOR, 64, 188
See Ises, John
Angelos, john
Philanthropenos, Alexios Doukas’
GRAND STRATOPEDARCH, 64, 186.
See Mouzalon, George
Valaneidiotes
GRAND PRIMMIKERIOS, 64, 187.
See Tornikes, Constantine
Angelos, John
Angelos®

GRAND CONSTABLE, 187-8.

See Michael VIII Palaiologos

GRAND LOGOTHETE, 166-7.

See Strategopoulos, John

Akropolites, George
EPl TOU KANIKLEIOU, 55, 147-8,
155, 161-2.

See Chrysomalles, Basil

Alyates, Nikephoros
PROTOSEVASTOS, 64.

See Hyleas, Michael
Kontostephanos, Theodore
Mouzalon, George
Laskaris, Manuel
Nestongos, Michael®

BUTLER, 4, 154.
See Kantakouzenos, John
Nestongos, George
KOUROPALATES
See Glavas
CHAMBERLAIN, 4, 154.

See Krateros, Alexios
Zagaromates, George
Vasiliskos, Basil'®

GENERAL LOGOTHETE

See Akropolites, George

PROTOVESTIARITES, 206.

See John III Doukas Vatatzes
Zagaromates, George
Mouzalon, Andronikos
Karyanites

STEWARD, 148, 154.

See Tarchaneiotes, Nikephoros

Nestongos, Isaac
GRAND HETAIREIARCH
Phlamoules"

Kamytzes, John'?
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CONSUL OF THE PHILOSOPHERS,
179.
See Theodore 11 Eirenikos
Karykes, Demetrios
GRAND CHARTOULARIOS
See Petraliphas, John
Tzyrithon
Palaiologos, Michael'®
PROTASEKRETIS, 147, 171.
See Senachereim, Michael
MYSTIKOS, 147-8, 161-2.
See Mouzalon, John
Spanopoulos
Palaiologos, Michael'?
DOMESTIC OF THE SCHOOLS
See Kalothetos, Theodotos
GRAND DROUNGARIOS, 198.
See Gavalas
PRIMMIKERIOS OF THE COURT
Mourtzouphlos, Isaac Doukas'®
GRAND ARCHON, 186.
See Margarites, Constantine
TATAS OF THE COURT, 291 and note
72.
See Kalampakes, Theodore
GRAND TZAOUSIOS, 186.
See Margarites, Constantine
LOGOTHETE TON OIKEIAKON
See Hagiotheodorites
Iatropoulos, Demetrios
GRAND LOGARIAST, 147, 204.
See Karykes, Demetrios
Akropolites, George
PROTOKYNEGOS
See Mouzalon, Theodore
SKOUTERIOS, 291 and note 70.
See Xyleas

! For convenience sake this list of offices follows the order given in the Book of
Offices of the Pseudo-Kodinos. The offices of Epi tou Kanikleiou and of the ‘Consul of
the Philosophers’ are missing from that list and have been inserted here in their
appropriate place. I have listed office holders in chronological order and have
supplied some details of those who do not appear in the text of the book.

*Brother of Theodore I Laskaris: see Bodleian Library, Oxford, Baroc. Ms. 235,

* Brother of Theodore I Laskaris: sec Miklosich and Miller IV, pp- 85, 88, 40.
I * Brother of Theodore T Laskaris: see Akropolites I, Pp. 84-5; Gregoras I, p. 25,

. 1-21.

* Married to a niece of Michael VIII Palaiologos: see Pachymeres I, pp. 108-9.

¢ Also married to a niece of Michael VIII Palaiologos; the son of Raoul,
Alexios: see Pachymeres I, pp. 108-9.

" Pachymeres I, p. 109, li. 15-16.

*Unde of Theodora Doukaina, Empress of Michael VIII Palaiologos; son of
Angelos, John (q.v.), the uncle of John IIl Vatatzes: see Pachymeres I, p. 72,
. 34, p. 109, 1. 16-17; Acropolites 1, p. 101, 11. 4-14.

Livadarios, Michael'? EPI TON DEESEON, 147, 158, 170.
Ramatas, Manuel**

Vasiliskos'*

9 Nephew of Michael VIII Palaiologos: see Pachymeres I, pp. 109, 1l. 17-20.
10 See Pachymeres I, p. 180, Il. 8-9, p. 487, 1l. 3-5.

' See Acropolites I, pp. 36-7.

12 See ibid., pp. 38—40.

'3 See ibid., p. 67, L. 10.

14 See ijbid., p. 151, notes.

13 Pachymeres I, p. 130, L. 10.

16 ?Je::cle ofyMichacl \?III Palaiologos: see Pachymeres I, p. 25, Il 4-5.

17 Nephew of Michael VIII Palaiologos: see Pachymeres 1, p. 109, 1l. 18-20.
18 See Acropolites 1, p. 92, Il 4-6, p. 144, il. 6-10.
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PROTOIERAKARIOS LOGARIAST OR THE COURT, 206.
See Mouzalon, Theodore Angelos?
Chadenos, Constantine!? EPI TON KRISEON
LOGOTHETE OF THE FLOCKS See Choniates, Niketas??
See Hagiotheodorites COUNT OF THE IMPERIAL HORSE
PRESIDENT OF THE CHAMBER Chadenos?®

See Choniates, Niketas?®

'? See Miklosich and Miller 1V, p. 285.

% See Michael Choniates I, p. 345.

2 See Pachymeres 11, p. 296, il. 12-13.

# See Michael Choniates 1, p. 345.

2 See Pachymeres I, p. 27, 1. 5-7, p. 29, 1. 14-15.
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